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MONDAY, OCTOBER 31, 1955 


Hovssr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPEecIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Nashville, Tenn. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in the Federal 
courtroom, Federal Building, Nashville, Tenn., at 9:30 a. m., Hon. 
Robert E. Jones, Jr. (chairman of the special subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Members present: Representatives Robert E. Jones, Jr., Martha W. 
Griffiths, Henry S. Reuss, and Glenard P. Lipscomb. 

Also present: William C. Wise, staff director; William L. Sturde- 
vant, professional staff member ; Robert Morris, and Orville S. Poland, 
general counsel of the Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. Jones. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This is a special subcommittee of the House Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations created for the purpose of studying the Hoover Com- 
mission’s report on water resources and power. 

On my right is Henry Reuss, a member of the House from the State 
of Wisconsin. On my left is Congressman Glen Lipscomb, a Mem- 
ber of the House from the State of California. My name is Robert E. 
Jones, Congressman from Alabama. Mrs. Griffiths, Member from the 
State of Michigan, expects to join us shortly. 

Our first witness today is Ciniteannari J. Percy Priest, a Repre- 
sentative from the State of Tennessee. 

Come around, Percy. We are certainly glad to have you. We 
know of your great interest not only as the former whip of the House 
and chairman of the powerful and influential Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce of the House of Representatives, but we also 
know of your deep interest in the water resource development program 
that has been uhiieetaken by the Federal Government. 

We are delighted to have you and welcome the opportunity to visit 
in your great capital city. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. J. PERCY PRIEST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Mr. Priest. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

On behalf of myself, and I am sure many thousands of other people 
in this particular area, I want first of all to express my very dee 
appreciation to the subcommittee for coming here today and for hold- 
ing this hearing on a very vital subject. T do not have a prepared 
statement and I shall not take a great deal of the time of the sub- 
committee. 

I have studied the water resources and power report of the Hoover 
Commission. I have studied the views of the majority as set forth 
in the report. I have read most carefully the separate views of Com- 
missioners Brownell and Flemming and also the separate minority 
view of Commissioner Farley, and the rather detailed and well-docu- 
mented separate report of Commissioner Holifield, our colleague in 
the House of Representatives. 

I was impressed somewhat at reading the minority views of Com- 
missioners Micowaell and Flemming particularly by one statement, 
which I copied and which I think expresses, as I see it, pretty largely 
the essence of any analysis of the overall recommendations made by 
the Commission. I will read a quote from that which I have. Even 
though they dissent generally from the report, this sentence in the 
minority view submitted by Mr. Brownell and Mr. Flemming im- 
pressed me a great deal. They say: 


* * * when taken together— 
that is, the recommendations— 


* * * when taken together, would impede the Federal Government in exercis- 
ing its proper role in the development and use of the Nation’s water resources. 

Very similar, somewhat, to that is the dissenting view expressed by 
Commissioner Farley, where he says: 

* * * recommendations in this report come dangerously close to inviting an 
abdication by the Federal Government of its responsibilities to insure the proper 
development of this country’s great natural resources. 

Of course, Congressman Holifield in his report went to great lengths 
and documented a number of points in the report that he made. I 
have studied all of these, as well as the recommendations of the Com- 
mission, and I find that I am in general concurrence with the excep- 
tionally well-documented minority view as submitted by our colleague, 
Congressman Holifield, who was a member of the Commission. 

I look back, Mr. Chairman, to the early thirties. At that time I was 
a newspaperman here in the capital city of Tennessee. Prior to 1933 
T saw every year—almost every year, without exception—a wild and 
untamed Tennessee River, and an untamed Cumberland River right 
here at our backdoor. I saw them annually go into flood stage, de- 
stroying millions of dollars worth of property and washing away 
topsoil, the very best that we have, and the richest soil that we have. 
There was a job that somebody needed to do; it was a job that was too 
big for the State of Tennessee to do, in my opinion; it was a job too 
big for any private interests to attempt. 

The Federal Government stepped into this picture in 1933. 

Without reviewing all that transpired, I think we can say today, 
knowing the circumstances, that the Tennessee River is pretty nearly 
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under pushbutton control today. We do not have those recurring 
floods. 
The poink of bringing this into the picture today is ay pd this: 


If all of the recommendations of the Commission on Water Resources 
and Power had been in effect in 1933, I do not see how it would have 
been possible for this great job to have been done by the Federal 
Government. 

Let me add this one point. 

I am happy to pause in my statement to welcome our colleague, 
Mrs. Griffiths, a member of the subcommittee. We are so happy that 
you are here, Mrs. Griffiths. 

A great deal is said in the Commission’s report—in the task force’s 
report—about free enterprise, with which I agree. I believe free 
enterprise must be kept strong and healthy. However, I challenge 
anybody anywhere in this country to find a spot in the country today 
where free enterprise is healthier and sounder and on a firmer basis 
than it is in this Tennessee Valley area. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Priest, you notice in the Commission’s recommenda- 
tions they give a figure on the evaluation of the Federal investment 
in water resource projects at $14 billion. Nowhere in the report is 
any estimate made of the increased values of those properties. Just 
recently you saw an estimate made by the Secretary of Defense of the 
evaluation of properties owned by the Defense Department. 

Do you have any idea, if those valuations were projected, what 
value would be placed on the $14 billion worth of water resource 
projects in which the Federal Government has invested ? 

. Priest. Mr. Chairman, I have not had the opportunity to pro- 
ject those values, but I am confident that if they were projected the 
values which you mentioned would far exceed the total investment of 
the Federal Government in these various types of flood control and 
river and power projects. I do not know the figure and I have not had 
an opportunity to do the mathematics on it. I am greatly interested, 
of course, in the total effect. I repeat that in my opinion—and I 
think anyone who has made a careful study of the recommendations 
of the commission would agree—that the Tennessee Valley develop- 
ment could not have been undertaken and that achievement aoaa 
not have been reached, giving us pushbutton control of a great river, 
if these recommendations of the Hoover Commission had been in 
effect in 1933. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think that the Cumberland River can be de- 
veloped—— 

Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman, I was coming to the Cumberland River 
because it is a little closer to me than the Tennessee River, actually, 
and it is one in which I have been greatly interested, as you well know. 

I introduced the bill that your Committee on Public Works, Mr. 
Chairman, incorporated into the omnibus bill which came out last 
year, providing for a high dam on the lower Cumberland River, 
replacing a recommendation which had been made earlier, but revised 
by the Coons of Engineers, for some smaller dams in that area. 
Along with that dam was the canal which would connect the Tennessee 
River with the Cumberland River, backing up from Kentucky Lake. 

That is a very unique project. It is one which possibly could not 
be carried out anywhere else on the North American Continent, and 
T am not sure it could be carried out anywhere else in the world. It 
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is a project where a very short canal can connect two very large river 
basins at a point where they flow that close together. 

The Cumberland River is a river which is now in the process of 
development. One of the keystones, I think, in that development is 
this proposed high dam on the lower Cumberland River. If that dam 
is built, and I hope it will be built, the canal connecting the 2 channels 
of the 2 rivers—which is a part of the project and is now authorized 
as a part of the project in the bill which came out last year from 
the Public Works Committee of the House—will be one of the great 
economic assets not only of this entire area comprising the 2 great 
river valleys, but of the entire Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I come back to your question and say that I do not 
see how the Cumberland River developed as it is today and with the 
future projected developments could be accomplished if, as a matter of 
national policy, we should adopt this Commission’s recommendations, 
and if the Congress should, by legislation and statutes, implement these 
recommendations. The Army engineers have done a very great job 
so far on the Cumberland River. I would like to see them continue 
that job with adequate implementing appropriations and such other 
authorizations as may be necessary, without being hampered, as I 
think they would be hampered, if these recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission should he put into effect. 

Now, there are a great many other points in the report that I shall 
not go into at this time. When the report originally was issued I 
was greatly disturbed by the recommendation that public-power rates 
should be based on charges fixed by private utilities. I think that is 
a recommendation which would set us back many, many years. 

There is one other point I wish to make. I was disturbed also by 
the proposal for river-use tolls. It is a little difficult for me to 
visualize how this proposal of river-use tolls can be implemented and 
administered. I suppose that it would be possible to do so, but it is 
a disturbing factor in the report, to me. 

I was also disturbed, being here in the Tennessee Valley area, by 
the proposal in the Commission’s report that the Federal Govern- 
ment build no more steam plants and no more transmission lines. I 
point out for the record in connection with that recommendation this 
particular situation, which is familiar to everybody on this commit- 
tee, [am sure. We shall not at this time debate whether the Congress 
acted wisely or whether it did not. That point has passed. However, 
in 1939 the Congress of the United States approved the sale of the 
assets of Commonwealth & Southern electric generating and distribu- 
tion facilities in the entire Tennessee Valley area. It approved that 
sale to the Tennessee Valley Authority and thereby established the 
Tennessee Valley Authority as the public utility for an area of 80,000 
square miles, affecting to some degree 7 different States. In effect, 
the Congress said to the Tennessee Valley Authority, “You are the 
public utility and the electric utility for this area. You do the job 
of furnishing electricity for the consumers—residential, industrial, 
and commercial—in this entire area.” 

I repeat that the point as to whether the Congress did right or 
whether it did not—and I think it did—is not up for debate in this 
present day. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Priest, do you not think that the Hoover Com- 
mission recommendations make it a subject of debate ? 
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Mr. Priesr. It is a subject for debate. If there is any serious con- 
sideration to be given to these recommendations, the question does 
naturally arise, and that is why I mention it. But it was adopted as 
a national policy. 

Of course, many of these recommendations would change long- 
existing national policies with reference to our waterpower and our 
water resources. 

I reread recently the testimony of Mr. Wendell Willkie, who repre- 
sented Commonwealth & Southern at the time of the transaction or 
the agreement with the Tennessee Valley Authority. I reread his 
testimony before the old Military Affairs Committee of the House 
of Representatives. The old Military Affairs Committee handled that 
legislation up until the Reorganization Act of 1946. I do not quote 
him exactly, but Mr. Willkie, in substance, made these statements 
before that committee. He said there is not room in the Tennessee 
Valley for two competing electric utility systems. He said that 
TVA has a broader job to do in that valley than Commonwealth & 
Southern. Commonwealth & Southern is interested only in the gen- 
eration and distribution of electric power. The Tennessee Valley 
Authority has a much broader program. He said: 

We are willing to sell and move out and leave the job up to them. We are 
satisfied with the price that has been offered and the negotiations that have 
been held. We think the Congress should approve the sale and leave the Tennes- 
see Valley to do the overall job in this area. 

That was his testimony, and Congress acted in accordance with that 
testimony. They did approve the sale of these assets to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, and they thereby, I say, set up the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority as the electric utility system for this area. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall not dwell on this report longer. There is one 
other point I wanted to mention. That was the recommendation that 
cities and local governments be charged for the upstream costs of 
flood control. It is extremely difficult for me to see the wisdom or the 
practicability of such a recommendation. 

I want to thank the subcommittee again for coming here and per- 
mitting me to make a brief overall statement, particularly concerning 
the effect that I think this recommendation would have on the Tennes- 
see Valley Authority, and on the completion of a very well developed 
plan and program for the control of the Cumberland River. 

I know that there are other witnesses here who have no doubt gone 
into details in their study more than I have been able to do. However, 
I have studied this report enough to feel that the Congress of the 
United States must be very, very careful, and must go very cautiously 
before we reverse national policies that have brought us to this good 
day in the development and the conservation of our water power and 
other natural resources. 

T thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Priest. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions, 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Priest. 

Our next witness is Congressman Joe L. Evins, of Tennessee, who 
T understand is not able to be with us today, but is being represented 
by Mr. Franklin H. Brown, of McMinnville, Tenn. 


70818—56—pt. 4-2 
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How are you, Mr. Brown? We are glad to have you and we are 
sorry that Mr. Evins is not able to be with us today, but I am sure you 
will make a good advocate for his cause. You may proceed, sir. 


STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN H. BROWN, McMINNVILLE, TENN., 
APPEARING ON BEHALF OF HON. JOE L. EVINS, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am 
Franklin H. Brown, of McMinnville, Tenn., a personal friend of Rep- 
resentative Joe L. Evins, of the Fourth Congressional District of Ten- 
nessee. 

It was the desired intention of Representative Evins that he appear 
in person here today, but circumstances arising over the weekend pre- 
vented his doing so. 

Sharing as I do with Representative Evins’ views toward public 
power and the development of the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers, 
it is a pleasure to appear before you—at his request—and read, if I 
may, a statement which he has prepared for this occasion. 

May I say that he considers this privilege a personal favor, and I 
join with him in expressing deep appreciation to the subcommittee for 
its kind indulgence. 

Since the statement which I shall read in full text is his, with your 
permission I shall speak in the first owe throughout its continuity. 

The statement of Representative Evins follows: 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my colleagues, your presence here in 
the city of Nashville, and in our great State of Tennessee is a most heartening de- 
velopment. 

It is well, always, for the business and investigations of the Congress to 
come as close as possible to the people. In this instance, most particularly, 
it is a healthy and beneficial thing for the subcommittee to reach into the heart 
of a vita] public power area and to determine what the citizens of our area 
are thinking in regard to beneficial programs which operate for the prosperity 
and welfare of the people generally. 

I have every confidence in the fairness and integrity of this committee. Cer- 
tainly, I know the members of the committee and am fully cognizant of their 
high qualification for the task which has been set for them. 

My esteemed colleague and friend, the Honorable Bob Jones, of our neighbor- 
ing State of Alabama, is preeminently equipped for the leadership in this 
inquiry, as well as the other members of the subcommittee. 


Mr. Jones. I see that Joe always speaks with the voice of authority, 
does he not? 
Mr. Brown. Yes; that is true. [Reading:] 


From the point of view of the citizens of our area, the Tennessee and the Cum- 
berland River developments are of first importance. These great developments, 
however, are not confined to the Tennessee region. They are of national impor- 
tance and I am aware of no region which has made possible in any greater 
degree a contribution to our national defense. 

May I take this opportunity to call the attention of this subcommittee to four 
points, in particular: 

1. The present Hoover Commission has changed from its original conception, 
intention, and purpose. It was originally created for the purpose of bringing 
about recommendations for improved efficiency in Government. I have sup- 
ported many of these recommendations. Now the concept has changed. The 
intended version of the Hoover Commission now appears to be one of policy, 
which diverts from its original course and steps forward to claim a right of the 
people of this great Nation through their elected Representatives in Congress. 
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The present Hoover Commission now has a purpose of saying what the policy 
of this Government should be and what it should have. I do not believe this 
Nation wants to follow the pattern of Mr. Hoover. We tried this plan before, 
and with disastrous results for the economic well-being of the people of this 
Nation. 

The press reports even President Eisenhower has been shying away from some 
of Mr. Hoover’s policy recommendations. He is a member of the party of the 
President and the President is confronted with embarrassing difficulties. The 
President must know that this Nation cannot follow Mr. Hoover’s policy and 
progress, enjoying any sustained period of prosperity. 

Mr. Hoover’s Commission is packed as shown in water-resource hearings in 
Washington and elsewhere a few years ago. The present Commission is biased, 
prejudiced, and with closed views. It is firmly antipublic power and pro- 
private power, with a majority of its membership foes of TVA. 

2. It has been the apparent intent of the present Hoover Commission to go all 
out to kill TVA, sell it, milk it, kill the yardstick, raise its rates, reduce its book 
value, cripple and impede its operations. Its further purpose has been to create 
a favorable climate where private power interests can move in and take over 
rich natural assets that belong to all people of this Nation. This is evidenced 
by repeated opposition to appropriations for TVA and crippling efforts toward 
its self-financing, with ever-hopeful results that rates will go up to consumers 
and permit private utilities to reap high profits. 

3. May I enter this appeal for funds for lower Cumberland Dam and comple 
tion of other river developments? I would advise this subcommittee that the 
Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers are almost controlled. The TVA and Corps 
of Engineers have made marvelous progress and both agencies are to be com- 
mended for their splendid work. As a youth I watched the annual floods with 
their tremendous life and property losses. This is now checked and has also 
brought an advance in navigation, but the job is not complete. There is an 
exacting need for inauguration of construction of the lower Cumberland Dam 
and its connecting canal, for which others have testified. 

I took a recent view of the site and a visit to the area in the company of a 
House subcommittee and a distinguished group of citizens of Tennessee. This 
citizen group has more recently, too, appeared before the Bureau of the Budget, 
where an appeal was made. It is apparent that policies of the Hoover Commis- 
sion are taking effect. The modest $2 million request for commencement of this 
vital and important link in the chain of river development was turned down by 
the Bureau—an agency now known to be greatly influenced, if not dominated, 
by private power friends such as Mr. Wenzell, Mr. Adams, and others. 


Mr. Jones. What project was he discussing with the Bureau of the 
Budget? What was the name? 
Mr. Brown. The lower Cumberland River project, I presume. 


[Reading :] 


This development program has been long delayed and is long overdue. The 
lower Cumberland River Dam should be built and this progressive step taken. 
While we are not inclined to look backward to the harmful delay which has 
already occurred, but rather to look forward, I must say that the funds—$200,000 
to be exact—which have been allocated for planning this potentially great project, 
should now be supplemented with funds for the start of construction. We want 
this project to get underway. The Nation needs it; not only the State of 
Tennessee. 

I can only say to the committee if the philosophy demonstrated in the report 
of the Hoover Commission is permitted to prevail, then the future development 
of this great project as well as others like it in our country is highly doubtful. 

The recommendations which have been made by the present Commission on 
the Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government raise great doubt 
that its members have uppermost in their minds the welfare of all the people, 
as opposed to the welfare of the Nation’s private power utilities. 

We may choose our words carefully, but the facts still speak for themselves. 
However much the attempt is made to disguise it, the facts demonstrate that 
the recommendations of the Hoover Commission with regard to TVA are still 
another step in the deeply laid scheme to sell out TVA and turn its valuable 
resources, which so well have served our Nation, over to the private utilities. 
What is embodied in the Hoover Commission’s recommendations are part of the 
“grab” scheme to favor private utilities. It is part of the long-term scheme to 
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virtually confiscate a great public property—snatch it from its present owners, 
the people of the United States, and present it to the utilities interests. 

4. May I commend this subcommittee for the work it is doing to awaken the 
public to the power policy proposals of the present Hoover Commission. 

The present Commission is pointing in the wrong direction for the good of 
the people and the welfare of our country in my humble yet well-considered 
judgment. 

Its direction is against flood control and conservation; against an abundance 
of power to meet the needs of the nation. 

I sincerely hope this subcommittee will be successful in checking this trend and 
reversing the present Hoover Commission recommendations in regard to navi- 
gation, flood control, power and conservation—in the public interest; in the 
interest of progress and the general well-being of the people of this Nation. 

I appreciate deeply this opportunity to speak for the people of the district 
which I have the honor to represent—the Fourth Congressional District of 
Tennessee—and I should add my State and my Nation. 

We are all united in a deep desire that the Nation’s integrity be maintained 
and that our Nation not permit itself to be delivered lock, stock, and barrel, 
into the clutches of the utilities combines, who have never given up trying to 
milk the public. 

We look to this subcommittee in its leadership in getting to the true facts 
behind the potentially harmful recommendations of the present Hoover Com- 
iission with regard to water and power resources in our Nation. 

Thank you. 


Mr, Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Brown. Are there any 
questions ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Jones. Would you give Joe our best wishes and express to him 
our regret at his inability to be here today in person ? 

Mr. Brown. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness was to be the Honorable Jim Nance 


McCord, Tennessee Commissioner of Conservation, former Governor 
of Tennessee. I understand he will be here later. 

Dr. George Whitlatch, director of the Tennessee Agricultural and 
Industrial Commission. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER C. LONG, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, TEN- 
NESSEE INDUSTRIAL AND AGRICULTURAL COMMISSION 


Mr. Lone. Mr. Whitlatch is out of the State at the present time, 
My name is Walter C. Long. I am assistant director of the com- 
mission. 

Mr. Jones. We are very glad to hear from you, Mr. Long. 

Mr. Lone. Dr. Whitlatch asked me to submit to the subcommittee 
this published Raph, which was published during the past year, on 
water supply in Tennessee. He is the writer of this article and wanted 
to submit this for the record, and thought that would be the best 
testimony we could furnish. It expresses his views on the complete 

roject. 
A Mr. Jones. Since it is not in the form of a formal statement, the 
reporter will note by reference the article which Mr. Long has sub- 
mitted to us. It will be used by the committee, I am sure, in its con- 
sideration of this matter, when it is called upon to make its delibera- 
tion on the final report. 

Since the document is in printed form and not in the form of a 
statement, the proper notation will be made in the record to reference 
this material. 

Mr. Lona. Yes, sir. 
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(The document referred to was submitted for the files of the sub- 
committee. ) 

Mr. Jonzs. Is there anything you would like to say, Mr. Long? 

Mr. Lona. No,sir. Ihave no statement to make. 

Mr. Jones. Have you examined the task force report ? 

Mr. Lone. No, sir, I have not. 

Mr. Jones. Have you examined the commission’s recommendations ? 

Mr. Lone. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Larscoms. Mr. Long, are you connected with the State of 
Tennessee / 

Mr. Lona. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Do they have a water resources board, or anything 
similar to that ? 

Mr. Lone. I am sure when Commissioner McCord appears—there 
is a State water policy commission recently established of which he is 
the chairman—and I am sure he will give you all of the information 
on that. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. The Honorable Ben West, mayor of the city of Nash- 
ville. 

This is Mr. Herbert Bingham, executive secretary of the Tennessee 
Municipal League. Is that correct? 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT BINGHAM, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
TENNESSEE MUNICIPAL LEAGUE, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF 
HON. BEN WEST, MAYOR, CITY OF NASHVILLE, TENN. 


Mr. Brnewam. Yes, sir. I am appearing for Mayor West. Mayor 
West is unable to be here today. He is out of State unexpectedly. 

Mr. Jonzs. I believe everybody left town when they got notice we 
were coming. 

eg Bineuam. That is right; and substitutes cannot ever serve so 
well. 

Mayor West is very anxious to have his testimony presented here 
today, which testimony has been prepared and authorized for release 
by him. He wants me also to express to the members of the subcom- 
mittee his deep appreciation for the work you are doing, and the 
thorough canvass of the feelings of the grassroots all over the country, 
and all of the arduous work involved in that which you are doing. 
I think it is a great service to our country. 

With your permission, I would like to present the testimony of 
Mayor West. 

Mr. Jones. You go right ahead, Mr. Bingham. 

Mr. BrncHam. Mayor West is appearing before you not only as 
mayor of Nashville, Tenn., but he is also president of the Tennessee 
Municipal League and, therefore, represents more than 250 towns and 
cities in Tennessee. [Reading:] 

The recommendations of the Hoover Commission on Water Resources and 
Power constitute a master plan for withdrawal of the Federal Government from 


effective participation in the development of the water resources of this country. 
The overall effect of these recommendations is first to deny and then abandon 
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the great national need for adequate conservation and development of water 
resources. 

The economic welfare and progress of Nashville and other communities on 
the Cumberland River is increasingly dependent upon the multipurpose dams of 
the United States Army Corps of Engineers. The present plan of the corps calls 
for erection of 15 dams on the mainstem and tributaries of this river system at 
a total cost of some $627 million. Rapid and satisfactory progress in Cumberland 
River development was being made under the corps plan until 3 years ago. Three 
upstream dams have been completed, and two more placed under construction. 
In 1953, the present administration inaugurated a disastrous blockade on further 
appropriations to multipurpose dams. We must proceed to build the remaining 
10 dams at a cost of some $400 million, starting with the great multipurpose 
structure on the lower Cumberland. 

I am convinced that adoption of the Hoover Commission recommendations 
will bring to a halt future development of our river and will cut off the enormous 
benefits of both local and national significance flowing from the harnessing of 


the Cumberland. 


Mr. Jones. What is the name of that project, Mr. Bingham? You 
referred to it, and other witnesses referred to it, as the lower Cumber- 
land project. What is the name of the dam ? 

Mr. Brneuam. As I understand it, the name given to the dam in 
the plans of the Corps of Engineers is the lower Cumberland Dam. 
I am sure some member of the Corps of Engineers will testify. 


Colonel Person. That is correct. . 
Mr. Brncuam. That is a multipurpose dam on the lower Cumber- 


land near the mouth of the river. 
The mayor goes on to say: 


I share with the responsible leadership of the entire Cumberland River Valley, 
a vigorous dissent from the Budget Bureau’s decision to deny appropriations to 
start lower Cumberland. 

Frankly, I am firmly convinced that Federal responsibilities and participation 
in water conservation and development should be intensified and increased, not 
reduced. Therefore, I oppose the following recommendations of the Commission: 

(1) Centralization of control over the activities of the numerous Federal 
agencies in the water-resource field by creating a central water board, by control 
of their electric rates by the Federal Power Commission, etc. 

(2) Imposition of toll charges for use of the navigable waterways. 

(3) Elimination of the present preference clause whereby cooperative and 
public agencies have first claim to federally produced power. 

(4) Centralization of budgetary control by requiring all water-resource agen- 
cies, including even those of a corporate nature such as the TVA, to secure 
expenditure authority through the appropriation process in the Congress, even 
when agency revenues and bond issues are involved which do not obligate the 
Federal taxpayer or the Treasury in any manner. 

(5) That the Federal Power Commission fix rates on all power sold by Federal 
agencies at an excessive and artificially high level involving multiple charges 
for amortization, depreciation, excessive interest, and taxes. 

(6) That Federal agencies cease all construction of steam plants, a blow 
aimed at TVA. 

(7) That private utilities or local agencies be forced into excessive and unjus- 
tified participation in the power and other aspects of Federal projects. 

The significance of the Commission proposals cannot be gained by looking 
at the individual items. The general overall effect is to transfer responsibility 
for resource development to private utilities and State and local governments. 
A further overall result is to heap multiple and unjustified expenses and charges 
upon these projects in order that they cannot be economically successful if 
already in operation, or justified for future construction due to such heavy operat- 
ing costs and the low estimates of benefits required under the Commission 
formula. 

It is significant that the Commission disclaimed all Federal responsibility and 
all interest in so-called domestic water supplies which are increasingly becoming 
the most critical category of water development. The Commission only interests 
itself in the traditional uses of water for power, navigation, flood control, and 
irrigation in arid regions. It completely ignores the need to incorporate in the 
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Federal structures and projects features to increase supply and regulate flow 
of water for home, commercial, and industrial purposes, including industrial 
cooling processes such as required in steam-power generation. It overlooks 
the problem of minimum flow to aid sewage disposal. It fails to deal with use 
of reservoirs and other facilities for recreational purposes. 


Mr. Jones. Let me interrupt you at this point, Mr. Bingham. 

Mr. Bryeuam. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. On page 29 of volume 1 of the Hoover Commission 
Recommendations on Water Resources and Power it refers to the 
domestic water supply in the first item on page 29, and it has this 
to say: 


That domestic water must take precedence over any other use requires no 
affirmation. The provision of water supplies for domestic and industrial use 
has remained from the beginning of the Republic a responsibility of individuals, 
the local communities, and the States. The Federal Government’s interest arises 
where these supplies relate to Federal activities, more particularly as they at 
times draw from Federal reservoirs or where proposed reservoirs should aid 
in such water supplies. As there is little direct Federal development of domestic 
water, it does not come within the purview of this report. 


The report is dedicated to the study of the whole water-resources 
problem. Then it sets out that water supply is a primary considera- 
tion, and yet it does not go into the question as to whether or not 
industrial and domestic water supply can be fitted into any Federal 
program. 

Do you not think that is a strange course to follow? It pronounces 
the subject to be of primary importance and then disavows any 
responsibility to study the problem. 

Mr. Brneuam. Mr. Chairman, I think not only Aristotle but the 
average American citizen would have his intelligence insulted by the 
logic in that statement, the passage you quoted from the Commission’s 
report. Mayor West comments at length a little later here on the defi- 
ciencies of the Commission’s treatment on the subject of the domestic 
water supply. I will cover it now, if you want to, or do it in the 
course of the testimony. 

As I say, Mr. Chairman, a little later in this testimony the mayor 
treats in some detail the fact that the Commission ignored the problem 
of water supply for many purposes. [Reading:] 


The Hoover Commission report represents not only abdication of Federal 
Government responsibilities for an essentially national program, it is a carefully 
planned giveaway of massive proportions, seeking to transfer profitable resource 
development to private utilities to exploit for maximum private profit. The 
ultimate effect of this effort to squeeze maximum private profit from the Nation’s 
resources will unquestionably be the creation of damaging and irreparable water 
shortages. The Commission has evidently viewed the problem as one of private 
versus public power, and in an effort to favor private power promotes drastic 
reduction of the role of public enterprise in the resource field. 

This narrow view obscures the real problem confronting America of conserv- 
ing and utilizing its fixed water supplies for ever-increasing needs. And, if the 
Commission report is adopted, the outcome in the next 50 years will be the creation 
of economic ceilings due to water shortage in much of America. 

Nashville is extremely fortunate to be located on the Cumberland, one of 
the great waterways of America. My city and other communities have an 
enormous dependency on water resources for their development. In most areas 
of the country and in most communities there is even now a shortage of water 
for many purposes. Two years ago the cities and industries on such a river 
as the broad Ohio were threatened with critical water shortages because low 
dams held little water. Even though Tennessee is blessed by nature with two 
of the chief rivers of the country—the Cumberland and the Tennessee—much 
of our own State, particularly in middle Tennessee and the Cumberland Plateau 
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region, does not have enough water for irrigation, for many kinds of manu- 
facturing and processing operations, or even enough water for ordinary domestic 
use on the farm and in the city. 

I would like to review briefly some of the chief advantages and benefits Nash- 
ville and other towns on the Cumberland receive from the structures and 
conservation measures operated by the Corps of Engineers. 

Since the completion of the three upstream dams above Nashville, control 
of flooding of the Cumberland has reduced damage in Nashville by an estimated 
$5 million, and by some $8 million on the river as a whole. 


Mr. Reuss. May I interrupt at this ew to ask, For what period 
is this? Is it $5 million from now until eternity? 

Mr. Brneuam. No, sir. Since the completion of the dams, 1 by 1, 
the reduction that has actually occurred in the flood level first from 
1 dam and then 2 and then 3, finally has had a cumulative savin 
up to this time, or some recent period, of $5 million for Nashville, an 
$8 million for the entire country. That has been the actual saving 
to date. [Reading :] 


Transportation on the great network of waterways in the interior of America 
represented by the Mississippi and its tributaries is producing enormous benefits 
for Nashville shippers and consumers. Our community has the largest use of 
its river ports of any city on either the Tennessee or the Cumberland—some 
1,800,000 tons of cargo per annum. For example, 95 percent of petroleum prod- 
ucts reach this city by river. It is estimated that shippers (and thus consumers, 
ultimately) are saving from $2%4 to $3 million yearly due to the low cost of 
river transportation compared with other means of transit. There has been 
a tremendous growth in the value of commerce on the Cumberland which has 
increased during the last 10 years on the average of 19 percent per annum. 

Cumberland dams have and will contribute significantly to the power resources 
of this area. The generating units now in operation have a capacity of 459,000 
kilowatts. The entire output is purchased and utilized in the TVA system. An 
additional 136,000 kilowatts will be installed in the dams under construction, 
with an additional 388,000-kilowatt capacity planned for the other structures as 
yet unprogramed. 

We in this area know the enormous benefits that accrue to us and to the Nation 
from low-cost power. Wecan only say that we do not want the policies reversed 
which permitted this remarkable development and these benefits, but, rather, 
they should be extended to other high-cost power areas of the country such as 
New England. We must point out that power can he produced economically 
and cheaply by hydro generation without depleting the natural fuel resources 
available to us. If atomic or other sources of cheaper power are ever developed, 
the dams and reservoirs of the multipurpose projects can be used for other 
purposes advantageously. 


All of this output goes to TVA as a preference customer. Of course, 
if the Commission report goes through, there is no telling what will 
happen to the power on the other dams. If the preference clause goes 
out of the window, I judge private power, with their higher resale 
rates, can afford to pay tremendous wholesale prices to get Govern- 
ment power. 

Perhaps one of the most fatal errors in the entire Commission report was its 
short-sighted decision that water for domestic and industrial use “does not come 
within the purview of this report.” 

I was quoting some of the matters which you pointed out, Mr. 
Chairman. Of course, the Commission went on to say that tradi- 
tionally the Federal Government ignored this problem. Yet in spite 
of the fact that they said there has been little interest and no respon- 
sibility on the Federal Government, they admitted that the domestic 
water supply took precedence over every other water need. 

Mrs. Gruirrrrus. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question? Would 
you suggest one of the reasons why the Federal Government ignored 
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the question of domestic water supply was that in the beginning of 
this country there was no problem, actually. In most areas the 
streams were unpolluted and there were springs, and water was there 
for the taking. 

Mr. Bineuam. Yes. fe a 

Mrs. Grirrirus. And there were no vast industrialized cities. 

Mr. Bineuam. Yes. The only place that gave prime attention to 
the water supply was the arid sections of this country, where water 
was deliberately stored for supply purposes and any other domestic 
supply purposes. Once in a while it had to do with flood control, 
or navigation, or power production. 

Mrs. Grirritus. There just was not any problem on this thing. 

Mr. Bincuam. That is right. But of course, that arrangement has 
about gone. I think it is very significant that the Commission pre- 
dicted in 20 years, which is a very short time in the life of a nation, 
that the estimated increase in domestic and industrial use will be 145 
percent. You have to supply 145 new New York cities and create 
somehow in American 11 Colorado Rivers. And, they are not making 
these rivers more like they used to. We do not have them coming 
up every month or two. 

The Mayor goes on to say: 

The Commission stated that “the provision of water supplies for domestic 
and industrial use has remained from the beginning of the Republic a responsi- 
bility of individuals, the local communities, and the States.” Yet, despite these 
declarations of “no interest” and “no responsibility” with reference to domestic 
and industrial water supplies, the report nonetheless stated that “the domestic 
use of water must take precedence over any other use.” The Commission re- 
ported that during the next 20 years, the estimated increase for industrial and 
domestic use is 145 percent—“equal to the additional supply of 145 New York 
cities, and requiring the flow of about 11 Colorado Rivers.” But the Commis- 
sion ignored its own findings in an effort to force the Federal Government into 
a shameful and hasty retreat from the water-resource field. 

I believe there must be a definite policy of Federal responsibility for develop- 
ment of water-supply storage and flow regulation for domestic, industrial, and 
other incidental purposes. The lack of such a policy is one of the most serious 
omissions in existing Federal-resource policy, and should not be continued. 

The Corps of Engineers can consider water use and problems only as they 
relate to navigation and flood control. While the corps has authority to plan 
to meet water-supply needs in connection with a solution of flood and naviga- 
tion problems, inclusion of water-supply storage and facilities in a project 
of the corps is contingent upon local agencies coming forward to pay the cost 
allocated to water supply. How can even a large city such as Nashville, not 
to mention the many small rural counties and communities along the Cumber- 


land River, raise the funds necessary to provide for domestic and industrial 
water supplies for a half century ahead— 


how can they put up the money today— 


in order to be ready for industries, increased population, and other expanded 
water uses which may or may not appear down the corridors of generations. 

Mrs. GrirrirHs. Do you mean that the capital expenditure is too 
great for one generation to supply water that would continue for 
many generations ? 

Mr. Brnenam. That is certainly true, I think. As far as a commu- 
nity is concerned, certainly ; because, for example, we now have a plant 
on the Cumberland River that will soon be constructed, located at 
Nashville, which uses as much water in a day—a third as much water 
in a day—as the entire present community of Nashville. That plant 
might or might not have located at Nashville. It might have located 
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up the river in the next county. But how does any small community 
or county, or any city on the Cumberland River, know how much of 
its share of the investment in water uses 50 years from now is today? 
Furthermore, how can they find the money with their limited fiscal 
resources to put up the capital costs involved in water-storage 
facilities? 

Along the Cumberland River there are perhaps 50 or 75 local gov- 
ernments, which are either incorporated towns or counties. There are 
at least two States involved. How are you going to find and assist 
50 or 75 jurisdictions and local agencies? 

You see, when a matter is statewide we have the State government 
assume it; when it is regionwide or national in scope we have the 
Federal Government assume responsibility. I defy anyone—and the 
Commission did not suggest—to show how you would concoct govern- 
mental agencies on a large basis to assume these huge capital costs. 
They had no suggestion and I defy them to concoct a governmental 
agency as yet unseen in America to do the job they indicated had to 
be done by so-called local agencies. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. One generation cannot pay for it. 

Mr. Brnenam. I do not think so. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. And one generation should not be expected to pay 
for a thing which will last at least for a hundred years. 

Mr. Bincuam. Yes. Apparently in the next 10 or 15 years this 
job will have to be done, and it may well last for a long time. 

There have been some suggestions from the Corps of Engineers and 
other Federal agencies for changes in the existing water-supply policy 
of the Congress. They suggest several ways that that might be 
changed. 

The mayor continues: 

I understand that the Corps of Engineers and perhaps other Federal water 
agencies believe that this congressional policy must now be changed in view 
of the greatly anticipated increase in these water uses. A workable and prudent 
policy for the future would be assumption of Federal responsibility for water- 
supply features in multipurpose projects on the following basis: 

(1) Provide water storage for interim uses such as irrigation and power until 
higher priority uses develop; (2) plan structures in order that future expansion 
may be added when need develops; (3) let the cost be borne as a part of the 
overall project cost as in the case of flood control, since those who would 
benefit from release of the water downstream would perhaps be more difficult to 
locate, identify, and assess charges than those who benefit from flood control. 
Many dams of the corps have been built without water storage facilities recom- 
mended by studies, developed in connection with the projects, because no local 
interests were available to assume the cost of water supply. Although pro- 
visions of the Bureau of the Budget’s Circular No. A-47, December 21, 1952, 
provides an improvement in previous policy in water supply, it will not be ade- 
quate. It still contains the unworkable feature that the local interests must 
agree prior to construction to liquidate all the costs for water supply features 
wihin 50 years, with payments commencing in 10 years. 

Mr. Jones. Do you understand that that circular adopted by the 
Bureau of the Budget is in conflict with the laws that have been passed 
by the Congress in the authorization of projects with the distinct 
provision of law that it would be a Federal undertaking and, there- 
fore, would be a Federal responsibility, and that any new formula 
other than that passed by the Congress is in conflict with the law? 

Mr. Bincuam. I understand, Congressman, that in many cases the 
Congress in its authorization has set up our funds and authorized the 
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use of Federal money for water supply; and the circular does con- 
flict. I understand in those cases it does conflict with the announced 
policy of Congress. I understand that. 

Mr. Jones. The authorizations themselves are justifications. The 
Corps of Engineers submits to the Congress the economic justification 
for the project, which becomes a part of the law itself. Upon that 
premise the Congress has all of those features in its omnibus river 
and harbor bill for flood control and navigation. Economic justifica- 
oo as much a part of the law as the designation of the project 
itself. 

Mr. Brneuam. Yes, sir; but we have just been talking about increas- 
ing actual minimum flow and water supply. That is done on the 
Cumberland River, where the minimum flow has been increased as a 
result of the installations for power, navigation, and flood-control pur- 
poses, and has produced enormous benefits for the city of Nashville. 
One is the disposal of sewerage and wastes of the city. It has been 
estimated by some mathematician that the minimum flow on the Cum- 
berland River increased the annual cost of disposal of sewerage and 
wastes as much as a quarter of a million dollars a year. The increased 
flow has had a great effect already in connection with the water supply 
of the city for domestic and industrial purposes. It has reduced the 
cost of water intake construction facilities, and reduced the chemicals 
required in water treatment, by 20 percent, and reduced the water 
temperature by approximately 10 percent. 


The requirement that repayment contracts be executed before construction 
begins has proven wholly unworkable. 

There has been an increase of minimum flow on the Cumberland resulting 
from power, navigation, and flood-control installations, even without regard to 
special problems of water supply. The increased flow has preduced enormous 
benefits for Nashville. 

There is now general recognition that one of the most important uses of water 
courses is for the disposal of waterborne waste. For reasons of economy, the 
available assimilative capacity of receiving waters should be utilized to the 
greatest extent possible to minimize outlays for disposal facilities. It has been 
estimated that the increased minimum flow on the Cumberland has reduced the 
$5000 cost of sewage disposal for the Nashville community by as much as 

50,000. 

While the increased waterflow on the Cumberland will be of a much greater 
significance to Nashville’s water supply for domestic and industrial purposes 
in the distant future than today, nonetheless, material benefit has already ap- 
peared. The great reservoirs above Nashville and the increased flow have 
resulted in these benefits: Material savings in the construction of water-intake 
facilities ; 20 percent reduction in the chemicals required in the city’s filtration 
plant for removal of suspended soil in the water; reduction of maximum sum- 
mertime temperature of water in the stream by as much as 10 percent. 

The greater flow and cooler temperature have been of especial significance in 
making possible the location of the great Old Hickory steam plant just above 
Nashville and a new Ford glass plant in Nashville. This $15 million manufac- 
turing operation will use some 13,000 gallons of water per minute for process 
cooling and other purposes. 


The 10° cooler temperature resulting from these large dams will 
make their operations much more economical at this location than 
they otherwise would have been. 

The Hoover Commission report ignores the contribution of water-resource 
development to profitable recreation, fishing, and other similar miscellaneous 
purposes. Not only do the reservoirs contribute to the pleasure, health, and 


morale of our people, but these facilities contribute enormously to the economy 
of the area in which they are located. 
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I think it would amaze the committee to know that— 


The 3 large Cumberland dams above Nashville are estimated by the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers to attract some 4 million people annually, of 
which more than 50 percent are out-of-State visitors. The expenditures of sports- 
men and others involved in recreation on the dams is estimated to exceed 
$23 million per year. The substantial recreational potential of the Old Hickory 
and Cheatham Reservoirs near Nashville will add to the amenities of life in 
this community. 

Such important problems of water regulation and development as stream pollu- 
tion, water supply, recreation, irrigation for agricultural purposes in nonarid 
areas, etc., are properly included in the realm of Federal resource responsibility. 
The benetits from these aspects of river development should be given full allow- 
ance in calculating the economic feasibility of new projects. 

I want to oppose with the utmost vigor the proposal of the Commission that 
tolls be levied tor use of the inland waterways. In the first place, this violates 
a national policy of more than a 175 years of “free waterways” in America. In 
the second place, the imposition of some $600,000 annual tolls against present 
traffic on the Cumberland River would produce serious economic consequences. 
Some industries located in Nashville and other communities, and dependent upon 
cheap water transportation will be forced into an uncompetitive position by the 
sudden imposition of tolls. Many would close their doors, thus bringing unem- 
ployment and economic dislocation. 

But more than this, the primary purpose of inland waterway development in 
this country over the generations has been to equalize opportunities in all areas 
of the country. Tolls would be a tragic penalty upon the inland sections of the 
United States, and discrimination in favor of the coastal areas which have long 
enjoyed the benefits of “free” ocean transportation. Further, communities such 
as Nashville located up to the furthest reaches of the Mississippi system would 
pay more tolls and be the most severally penalized of all. Gentlemen, I ask you 
to repudiate the unfair railroad lobby-Hoover Commission proposal for navi- 
gation tolls on the inland waterways. 

In conclusion, it is my opinion that municipalities, counties, States and busi- 
ness firms can only develop and maintain such features of comprehensive water 
development programs as recreation areas, public launching and dock facilities, 
and related public services, such as water, sewer, and electric distribution 
systenis. 

The Congress should consider for the entire country the type of water re- 
source program developed and tested by the Tennessee Valley Authority. We 
have engaged in a comprehensive program of river improvement and human and 
natural resource development in the Tennessee Valley region, as a cooperative 
undertaking of State and local governments, and of private business, under the 
leadership of a regional Federal agency, the TVA— 


and the pattern of that great experiment which is now a proven and 
workable method of resource development should be studied. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Bingham. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Reuss. Mr. Bingham, I note you say that the imposition of the 
Hoover Commission recommendations with respect to user tolls on 
navigable inland waterways would result in the imposition of $600,000 
annual tolls against present traffic on the Cumberland. How did you 
compute that figure? 

Mr. Brnonam. My understanding of the matter is that the tolls 
to be levied are based upon the operating cost experienced by the 
agency in charge of navigation, namely, in this case the Corps of 
Engineers. The annual operating cost being experienced in the cate- 
gories that are defined by the Commission on the Cumberland today 
annually amount to $600,000. That is operation of the locks and other 
facilities connected with that for navigation on the river. That is the 
actual cost. Therefore it would be the tolls that would be charged. 

However, it might be allocated between various commodities and 
classes of users. 
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Mr. Reuss. On the question of domestic water supply, you take 
issue with the Hoover Commission’s recommendations, which are in 
essence that there is no need for Federal concern on the subject of 
domestic water supply ? 

Mr. Brncuam. Yes. 

Mr. Reuss. Later on in your testimony, when you got down to 
specifics on that, I thought you were saying that you recommended 
Federal interest in and help on the question of domestic water supply 
as a part of and incident to a multipurpose project. My question is 
this: Do you recommend Federal help and intervention in the ques- 
tion of domestic water supply either in connection with a multipurpose 
project or not and, if so, what kind of Federal help and intervention ? 

Mr. Brncuam. I believe this: That the mere accident of the fact 
that a community or area is not located on an interstate stream, 
and one which, because of its character, is suitable for multipurpose 
development—that that accident that the community is not located 
on such a stream under the Federal programs should not prevent that 
community like other communities from having the Federal Govern- 
ment interest itself in their water supply. So I believe that there 
should be a comprehensive Federal program on water conservation 
and development that would be applied in this Nation, irrespective of 
whether you had an interstate river or a multipurpose project 
involved. 

Mr. Reuss. When you speak of Federal interest in such a non- 
interstate and nonmultipurpose water supply problem, what do you 
mean? Research, technical advice, grants, capital costs, operation 
and maintenance, operation of domestic water facilities, and so forth? 
I would like to have you spell that out a little more. 

Mr. Brncnam. Well, I think the pattern developed in a particular 
community or area should be one which is worked out between the 
Federal agency involved and the local agencies involved. If only 
one governmental jurisdiction is involved, primarily I think there 
should be equality in the financial aspects of it. 

How the project is operated is a matter that can be negotiated. It 
depends on whether there is a local agency available to assume the 
operation. 

Mr. Reuss. Let us assume in a given case there is a local agency 
available. Let us assume a truly metropolitan water supply agency 
in a given city, and let us assume further it is not on any interstate 
river. Let us assume further that the water supply is not in con- 
nection with a hydroelectric development or a navigation project. 
What do you mean by Federal equalization in such a case? 

Mr. Binenam. I think the Federal Government ought to assume 
equal responsibility in the financing in that situation as it does—and 
as we recommend here it assume responsibility—in multipurpose 
projects for water supply facilities. I think it should in the case 
of the community you mentioned, where multipurpose development is 
not involved. The main equalization should be in the field of financ- 
ing. I think the Federal Government should assume that responsi- 
bility on an equal basis. There is no particular problem there. It 
has already been done in the field of roads and highways, and I think 
that the pattern is the same. 

Mr. Reuss. It has been done in the field of interstate highways by 
and large? 
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Mr. Brncuam. They build roads right out to the mailbox just the 
same. 

Mr. Reuss. I want to try in the beginning to get your pre 
here. You would recommend the Federal Government bear the entire 
cost of local domestic and industrial water supply facilities, whether it 
is eee or intrastate, and whether it is multipurpose or just water 
supply ? 

54 Bixeuam. Congressman, you just cannot have a discriminatory 
policy where you do a job for some and not for others. I think the 
problem, for example, of metropolitan New York City, or Los An- 
reles—and take those two areas—will point it up. 1 understand 
Now York City has had to get its water from its own reservoirs. It 
has expended enormous sums of money. The city of Los Angeles, on 
the other hand, to a large extent, in the beginning, at least, secured its 
water from federally developed reservoirs. I think there was some 
obvious discrimination in that. 

Mr. Reuss. And you would solve that discrimination by under- 
taking Federal responsibility for all domestic and industrial water 
supplies everywhere ? 

Mr. Bincuam. Where it has to do with streams—navigable streams 
under the jurisdiction of the Federal Government. You have to draw 
a line somewhere, Congressman. You cannot go and drill wells in 
people’s back yards. However, I think that we have to coordinate 
our water problem even on small rivers. We have rivers in Tennessee 
which are not involved multipurpose development, but I assure you 
they are the source of water for most of Tennessee, or most of the 
people of Tennessee. 

I will assure you of something else. You can go out on one of 
these small rivers which are not suitable for multipurpose develop- 
ment, on any August day, and you can put three irrigation rigs in at 
one time and dry up the water supply for 5 or 6 communities, with 
25,000 people in them, in an afternoon. I do not think that the Fed- 
eral Government should spend $600 million on the Cumberland River 
on multipurpose development and ignore the problems of the Duck 
River, on which the problems are just as substantial but mainly have 
to do with water supply for irrigation and for industrial and domestic 
and agricultural water supply. 

I believe that in the small watershed development program some 
effort at equalization is already attempted. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Reuss. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. You know the House passed a bill which provided for 
the lending of up to $5 million in the nonreclamation States, without 
interest, for the development of irrigation and industrial and munici- 
pe water supplies for 50 years. Do you think that that would be 

eneficial to this area? 

Mr. BincHuam. That is extremely beneficial. Of course, I have not 
been primarily concerned with water supply, and I do not think I am 
capable of offering a solution on this problem today. Apparently 
the Hoover Commission worked at it and spent $470,000. I think they 
spent it for a road map when they knew the point that they were going 
to, and there was no need of their spending the money. I think it was 
a great waste because they could have tried to understand and solve 
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the water problems of the country instead of plotting a means of 
ignoring the water problems. 

But I think the principle of equal treatment and equal financial 
benefit ought to be applied in this water resource field insofar as 
possible. 

Mr. Reuss. What would you do about the case of city X, let us 
say, where it has developed a domestic and industrial water supply 
not in connection with any multipurpose project, and not in connection 
with any navigable stream under the jurisdiction of the Corps of 
Engineers, but by other methods—nonnavigable streams under- 
ground water, lakes, the Great Lakes, or whatever it is? City X 
has, by dint of raising the money locally, and by a peculiar type of 
regressive tax system, spent Y millions of dollars in the past 5 years 
developing such a domestic water supply. 

Should the Federal Government reimburse that city for the money 
it has spent, obtained out of the hides of its real estate taxpayers? 

Mr. a I do not think we can adopt any reimbursement 
policy. That was tried in the highway field, as you know, in order to 
reimburse the States for toll roads and interstate highways, and so 
on, and it was rejected by the Congress. I do not think reimburse- 
ment would be successful because that has always proven difficult. I 
think we ought to try to start with a clean slate, if we can. 

My view would be that already the Federal Government is aiding 
communities in water supply projects through the Watershed Act. 
The Federal Government is doing that through the Controlled Facil- 
ities Agency of the Housing and Home Finance Administration, to 
loan funds to the municipalities for water supply, as you know. 

Mr. Reuss. For research into how to get water supply. 

Mr. Brncuam. Well, they can loan funds for water systems, includ- 
ing water supplies. 

{r. Jones. I believe the maximum is $250,000 on that. 

Mr. Brncuam. Yes. And there is a maximum authorized loan of 
$100 million, I believe, and it is mainly for communities under 10,000 
population. 

fr. Reuss. What I am getting at really is if you loan a community 
money for local water supply, it has to pay it back, and can pay it 
back only out of the existing state of things, and only out of money 
it raises through taxes, which means very largely through the real 
estate tax, which is the greatest resource of local government. 

Are you suggesting that the Federal Government should contribute 
cash grants to pay the difference between the cost of local water sup- 
ply and what the community will be able to get by the use of user 
charges for its water? That isa very fundamental question. 

Mr. Brneuam. I thing that ought to be seriously considered by the 
Congress. There comes a point where problems become national 
rather than local. When the point comes I do not think that the 
Federal Government can very gracefully or on a sound political basis 
do the same service for some that it denies for others. I do not think 
you can carry the mail, for example, for the poor and let the rich carry 
their own, or any other category. You have to carry the mail for 
everybody. 

I believe water has become a national problem and some means of 
giving equalized treatment to every community in the Nation ought 
to be considered by the Congress. I do not know exactly how it can 











708 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


be done. I would be happy to try to find out and make some sugges- 
tions, but I think it is a national problem. 

Mr. Revss. But you think it cannot be now said that there is no 
problem here and the Federal Government need not think about it? 


Mr. Brncuam. No, sir. The problem in Tennessee is aoe as severe 


on the rivers that are not subject to multipurpose development as it 
is on rivers that are. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lrescoms. Could you tell the subcommittee how you feel that 
the Hoover Commission’s recommendations will halt or stop the lower 
Cumberland River project? 

Mr. Brneuam. Well, apparently their criteria—that is, that some 
private utility has got to be brought into the picture—I understand 
that probably the skids would be greased on the lower Cumberland 
if we could just work KU—Kentucky Utilities—into it somehow. We 
had some conferences with people in the upper Cumberland area about 
the upper Cumberland development some months ago and a proposal 
was made there at a meeting that the Kentucky Utilities be brought 
into this thing in one of these partnership dams. Frankly, I do not 
think—I doubt if the private utilities are going to put up or can put 
up their share of the money for these projects. 

I think that will be one definite block on the matter. I think some 
of these dams will be marginal, particularly on the upper Cumberland 
and on the tributaries, if you limit the calculation of benefits just to 
flood control, navigation, and power. I think if you do not put in 
water supply for both industrial and domestic purposes, and 1f you 
do not put recreation in as one of the allowable benefits to be calcu- 
lated in seeing whether it is economically feasible, that some of those 
dams will fall out. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Is there any specific Hoover Commission recom- 
mendation that you do refer to when you talk about the halting of 
the lower Cumberland project? 

Mr. Brnenam. The testimony had to do with the 10 dams on the 
Cumberland River. I think if any one of the dams can slip through 
the network which the Commission has set up it would be probably 
the lower Cumberland River, but the testimony referred to the 10 
dams and said that it would halt development on the river as we 
visualize it, that is, on the construction of 10 additional dams on the 
river over a period of time. 

Mr. Lipscoms. When you speak of bringing a halt to the future 
development of the river you speak of 10 dams and not just the lower 
Cumberland River? 

Mr. Brneuam. I think if any dam can get through it would be the 
lower Cumberland. 

Mr. Lirscoms. What is the estimated cost of the development of 
the river ? 

Mr. Brneuam. $627 million. 

Mr. Lipscoms. How much has been developed there today? 

Mr. Brncuam. It is on the order of about $225 million, and there 
are some $400 million yet to go. 

Mr. Lipscoms. So the $627 million represents the total amount—— 

Mr. Brncuam. In other words, it is about one-third developed. 

Mr. Liescoms. On page 4 of your statement you mentioned that 
you are right here in the heart of these two rivers and yet the area 
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does not have enough water for irrigation and for many kinds of 
manufacturing and processing operations, or even enough water for 
ordinary domestic use on the aan and in the city. Why is that? 

Mr. Bineuam. Congressman, along those communities and those 
farms located on the Cumberland and Tennessee there is plenty of 
water for every purpose. However, as I pointed out, most areas of 
the State, and particularly in the middle Tennessee Valley and upper 
Cumberland Plateau they are not adjacent to these rivers and cannot 
by pipes or otherwise get the water from these rivers. They are de- 
pendent on underground and surface supplies from small streams and 
small rivers. These other areas which cannot reach the water supply 
of the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers have been having very serious 
water shortages, in Tennessee particularly, for the last 4 years. 

We have therefore in Tennessee established a water resources com- 
mission this year by our legislature, to try to develop some means of 
assuring water supply for most of Tennessee, which does not have 
access to these two rivers. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Has the State of Tennessee ever bonded itself or in- 
vested any money in trying to pull this water from the river into these 
areas which do not have an adequate water supply ? 

Mr. Brneuam. No, sir. 

Mr. Lipscoms. You mentioned in your testimony something about 
Los Angeles—which I am very interested in. Would you mind re- 
peating what you understood about Los Angeles? 

Mr. Bincuam. Well, under cross-examination, I understood that in 
the beginning Los Angeles got a good share of its water from federally 
constructed projects in that area. I understand that. Whereas New 
York City has gotten its water mainly from its own reservoirs. 

Mr. Lirscoms. About 50 years ago Los Angeles went up to the Mono 
Basin, at least 50 years ago, to start their water supply system. 

Mr. Brneuam. Of course, I know they have invested maybe some of 
their own funds, but as I understood it, there are 2 or 3 Federal 
projects that were built, and I do not know exactly when, which sup- 
plied a good share of the water supply of Los Angeles in that general 
area. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Of course, being very partial I think there is a 
good pattern up there that other States could well take cognizance of. 
They started in over 50 years ago to solve their water problems. That 
solution is not adequate at the present time and they are now in the 

rocess of looking into bringing water from the northern part of the 
tate into the southern part. 

Mr. Brnenam. Apparently, Los Angeles being a water deficient 
area, the Federal Government started to enter the field at about the 
same time the city started to do it. 

Mr. Lirscoms. The State legislature has already started to ap- 
propriate money to solve this on a statewide basis. They are investing 
their money to bring this water down from the Feather River and the 
Trinity River into the metropolitan area of Los Angeles and into the 
city of San Francisco. We are doing it with State funds at the present 
time, although there is a controversy as to whether the State or the 
Federal Government should participate in the program. 

Mr. Brneuam. I think, Congressman, you will find in the country as 
a whole all sorts of policies. Since there is no national policy to pro- 
vide water, of course local and State governments are using every de- 
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vice and every financial and administrative means for the conservation 
and furnishing of water, because without water you cannot have in- 
dustry, or even life. 

Mr. Lirescoms. You are certainly not advocating that the Federal 
Government should make all of the investment in the water supply 
business, are you? 

Mr. Brincuam. I think it should be carefully analyzed to see if water 
supplies and water uses and resources have not become a Federal and 
national instead of a local responsibility. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you heliawn that the communities and States 
should look into the feasibility of investing their own money in proj- 
ects either on the complete basis or on a matching basis? 

Mr. Bincuam. Congressman, I just cannot conceive of how this so- 
called local agency contribution is going to work in many cases, be- 
cause you just cannot corral and get in one financial and administra- 
tive arrangement all of the different and independent local govern- 
ments and State governments which are involved in many water re- 
source development projects for the full development of certain river 
basins. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Is it not possible that your water conservation com- 
mission—or what is the name of your new commission ? 

Mr. Brncuam. The water resources commission, I believe it is. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Is it not possible that they will make such a study 
and perhaps come up with drafts of laws that your legislature would 
pass which would bring these units together ? 

Mr. Brneuam. I hardly think so because a good share of the units 
involved, for example, in the development of the Cumberland or the 
Tennessee, are in Alabama, or Mississippi, or the State of Kentucky. 
I do not think it is feasible to do that. I admit when you have a large 
State or a large city that has a problem and it can solve it individually, 
that the matter can be undertaken. However, when so many agencies 
of government are involved and so many private interests are involved 
it has proven very difficult to get the kind of coordinated approach that 
would permit of full development. You can get partial development. 
You can get development of the most profitable aspects of water re- 
sources either by private enterprise or local governments, but I am 
talking about full development of the water resources of a river basin 
like the Cumberland River, where whatever we put on the river will 
substantially have to do the job for the next 100 years. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Did you give any thought or consideration to recom- 
mendation No. 2, which creates a water resources board? You have 
mentioned in your testimony about working with so many Federal 
agencies, and so many agencies involved in water resources. Do you 
have any comments to make on the water resources board proposed in 
recommendation 2? 

Mr. Bincuam. Apparently when the water resources board be- 
comes the water policy committee, or the water policy review 
board in the Bureau of the Budget—I understand there are 2—the 
2 together, one of which would be a kind of policy and supervisory 
agency and the other a budget arm, it seems to me we will have a very 
highly centralized executive control of water development in this 
country. Ido not think a mere board as they propose, with as small 
a staff as they propose, can run from 25 and perhaps as many as 40 
agencies with policies in the water resources field. I think if you are 
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going to try to centralize water resource development that the only 
feasible administrative means of doing it would be to create a Water 
Resource Department of the Federal Government. 

I certainly do not recommend that, but nothing less than that will 
be any more than interference at any intervening level between these 
agencies and the Congress and the Chief Executive. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Liescoms. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. The first Hoover Commission made a recommendation 
along those lines, did it not? 

Mr. Bincuam. Congressman, this one tried to make it look in- 
nocuous. When you talk about a small staff it looks like it is not 
going to do much. But I think this Water Reseources Board is a 
loaded device to enforce a policy of no Federal resource activity, so 
it seems to me. With a small staff they can certainly do that. It 
does not take many people to say “No,” but it takes quite a few to figure 
out what ought tobe done, and figure out how to say “Yes” intelligently. 

Mr. Liescoms. What makes you refer to the small staff? 

Mr. BrneHam. My recollection is they indicated there would be a 
small staff involved, in the task force report. Of course, the Commis- 
sion said without detail, we recommend it, but the task force, if I 
recollect, discussed it in terms of a small staff. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I am concerned principally with the recommenda- 
tions in the Hoover Commission report. 

Mr. Brnenam. The Commission said without detail we recommend 
it. 

Mr. Lirscoms. One further question. In your statement on page 9 
you say, “I ask you to repudiate the unfair railroad lobby-Hoover 
Commission proposal for navigation tolls on the inland waterways.” 

I assume that you know that President Roosevelt in 1940 recom- 
mended tolls on the waterways; in 1951 and 1953, President Truman 
recommended such charges; and, of course, President Eisenhower has 
also recommended such charges. 

Therefore, does it not look as though it is rather a bipartisan 
proposal ? 

Mr. Brncuam. Well, I reckon I was not too familiar. I think 
President Roosevelt and President Truman and President Eisenhower 
and the Hoover Commission have all made a horrible mistake, as they 
are claimed by many people to have been mostly mistaken. About 
half of the country thinks they were all wrong most of the time. But 
J think they made a mistake in charging water tolls. 

It looks like a convenient and justifiable thing, but I will say 
this 

Mr. Jones. You agree with George Washington then, and not with 
Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Hoover and Mr. Eisenhower. 

Mr. Brnenam. And Mr. Truman. 

Mr. Jones. And Mr. Truman. 

Mr. Bineuam. Free waterways. The people in the interior of 
America, Congressman, have long dreamed and hoped that oceans 
might lap their shores. However, they are remote from these great, 
free ocean waterways. 

I might say we have kept the oceans free at some cost to ourselves in 
blood and treasure through wars, but we do have free oceans and 
they do not cost you anything. We feel the mere accident of location 
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in the interior should not penalize us from having the free use of our 
waterways such as they are, even if it requires some investment to 
make their use economical and satisfactory. 

Mr. Lirscoms, In my question to you 1 was not indicating to you 
I was a proponent or an opponent of toll charges. 

Mr. BincHam. I do not know their history. 

Mr. Liescoms. That is not what the committee is trying to find out. 
But I did want to point out to you the recommendation is not a new 
one and it has been in existence for some time, going back to 1940, 
or at least so the records I have before me indicate. 

Mr. Reuss. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Lirscoms, I ail, 

Mr. Revss. On this point do you yourself have knowledge of these 
earlier recommendations made in 1940, 1951, and 1953? 

Mr. Brncuam. I do not have specific or detailed knowledge of these 
earlier proposals on tolls. 

Mr. Reuss. Then you do not know whether they were the same as 
the present Hoover Commission recommendations? 

Mr. Bincuam. No, sir. I do not. 

Mr. Reuss. You do know, however, if they were made they were 
disregarded and were never carried out? 

Mr. Brncnam. I was just going to express the hope that this pres- 
ent Congress and the next one will be just as fine and intelligent about 
the thing as those others have been during the last 15 years. That is 
the only comment I have. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any further questions? 

Mrs. Grirrirns. I would like to tell the witness how much I have 
enjoyed his testimony. 

Mr. Bryenam. Thank you. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. And I hope when this committee comes to Detroit 
you will come up and testify for us. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Bingham, you talked about municipal and indus- 
trial water supply. You know, of course, under existing law it is not 
considered an element of economic feasibility or justification for the 
approval of a project to include the benefits derived from municipal 
water supply. You refer to the practice of the Corps of Engineers 
in making calculations and estimations of the benefits to be derived, 
to project to some future date the amount of travel that will be borne 
on the river to be developed. That becomes an economic factor in 
justification even though it is anticipating the benefits some years 
ahead. What you are saying to this committee is that we should take 
into consideration the potential usefulness of making municipal and 
industrial water storage available for future benefits to those who 
live within the area sought to be developed through multipurpose 
projects. 

Mr. Brincuam. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Is that what you say ? 

Mr. Binenam. Yes, sir. And, Congressman, it can be done. It is 
not difficult, because we can forecast pretty accurately the future water 
use on an overall basis in this country. If you provide the water for 
industrial and domestic purposes, of course the factories and people 
will gravitate to those available supplies; so it is a matter that can be 
forecast and calculated. 

Mr. Jones. You are of the opinion it should be included ? 
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Mr. Brneuam. Including recreation. 

Mr. Jones. You are of the opinion it should be included in the 
economic justifications for authorizing projects by the many agencies 
that are charged with that responsibility ? 

Mr. Bincuam. I definitely think so. I think that the exclusion of 
those factors will result in just one thing—underdevelopment of the 
water resources of this country, specifically storage capacity for indus- 
trial and domestic water supply ; and I think it would be a very tragic 
result for the country in the long run. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Would you also include in that the cost of transport- 
ing that water from the storage facility into the areas where the water 
is to be used ? 

Mr. Brneuam. Ido not think so. However, I am not familiar with 
the devices and the methods used in irrigation areas. But I would 
say that that certainly can be assumed to be a local responsibility. 

r. Lirscoms. That is what I wanted to find out. In other words, 
the local government should be responsible for getting the water from 
the storage facilities into the areas that are in need of that water ? 

Mr. Bineuam. I would certainly say from my own experience, which 
does not include irrigation, it would indicate that for municipal and 
industrial water supplies, the local agencies have that definite respon- 
sibility, because they are supplying their own uses in either an industry 
or acommunity. 

Mrs. Grirritus. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Mrs. Griffiths. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Do you mean that you would have them make the 
capital outlay even if it were $500 million ? 

r. BrncHam. I just want to explain my thinking on getting the 
water from the storage reservoir to the consumer. It is building a 
pipeline. That is my knowledge of the situation. As far as I under- 
stand the matter, that is a local responsibility. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. You have the same agencies of Government that 
ou have just mentioned. You have just as many of them involved in 
uilding the pipeline as you would have at any other point. It would 

be just as costly in many instances as the building of the storage 
would. In some places it is going to be the only problem. The 
pipeline is the only real problem. 

Mr. Bincuam. Let me say this: I do not have knowledge of the 
problem in arid areas of the country. I do not have knowledge of 
that where you transport water hundreds of miles in order to make a 
Central Valley bloom into a Garden of Eden, for example. I am not 
familiar with that and I do not understand that problem. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. But if everybody is going to be treated alike then 
for some people you would have to arrange it so that the money is 
available for the pipeline. 

Mr. Brnenam. I would say that in effect you may get to the point 
where the Federal Government is going to have to build one of those 
Colorado Rivers, and maybe that is what you are talking about. 

Mrs. Grirritus. No; I am thinking specifically of an industrial area, 
where as many as 50 to 60 communities are involved. 

Mr. Brnauam. Yes. I would say this: I think if we need another 
Colorado River in this country and have to put it into the form of a 
pipe, then I am willing to say the Federal Government ought to under- 
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take it, because I do not think anybody else can hardly build those 
kinds of rivers any more. 

Mr. Lrescoms. You can still keep under consideration selling bonds 
by the State and local governments to finance it and pay it back over 
a period of 50 or 60 or 90 years, can you not? “4 

Mr. Bincuam. Well, finance what? For example, a auge pipeline 
to serve several million people in a metropolitan industrial area? 

Mr. Lirssoms. For example, you could pipe it from the original 
storage to another storage place which will serve 5 or 10 different com- 
munities, and pipe it into another storage place which will serve 5 or 
10 more, and work it down all the way in that manner. 

Mr. Bincuam. Al I can say about it is, you have to deal with those 
matters, it seems to me, partly in basic concepts. Personally I do not 
believe in discrimination. I do not believe in favoring one area or one 
class of citizen against other. 

But the other thing is, you have to be practical. You have to have 
some governmental means of accomplishing a governmental purpose. 
When you start dealing with a lot of local agencies of government—I 
do not think there was anybody either on the task force or the Com- 
mission who seemed to be prepared to give any consideration to the 
problems of local government. But you just cannot concoct govern- 
mental agencies out of a bunch of counties and cities and States over- 
night. Wedo not have many interstate compacts, for example. They 
look simple and they are simple compared with the type of local agency 
setup that might develop among a lot of local governments; but there 
have been very few interstate compacts in the history of this country, 
and even fewer of those have been successful. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Bingham. Are there any 
other questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Bincuam. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness will be the Honorable Jim Nance Mc- 
Cord, Tennessee Commissioner of Conservation. 

It is always good to see you, Governor. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JIM NANCE McCORD, TENNESSEE COMMIS- 
SIONER OF CONSERVATION, AND FORMER GOVERNOR OF 
TENNESSEE 


Mr. McCorp. And to see you, sir. 

I am very honored to come before this distinguished committee 
this morning. I know my time is limited and I appreciate your 
consideration in hearing me now so that I may get through in order 
to catch a plane. You just want me to make a statement about the 
conditions that exist here in Tennessee relative to our water resources. 
We have some very able men who are going to follow, but as chair- 
man of a committee that was created by the last General Assembly of 
Tennessee under Act 149, we created a commission to study water re- 
sources and water uses, and to report to the Governor by July 1, 1956. 

We have employed the Public Administrative Service of Chicago 
to make these studies. They report to our committee by July 1 of 
next year and we in turn report to the Governor by September, with 
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recommendations for water legisiation that may be necessary in Ten- 
nessee. 

That applies, of course, to our local conditions in Tennessee, but 
it is not unrelated to conditions that exist throughout the Nation per- 
haps. We find that our surface water is much lower than it has been 
for a number of years, and the active use of many wells, especially in 
west Tennessee, is depleting to a certain extent our subterranean 
streams. 

Those are the things that we are studying as a commission. 

Mr. Jones. You have no report yet formulated at the present time? 

Mr. McCorp. No, sir. <A representative of the Public Administra- 
tive Service is here in the room this morning. Their study has not 
been of long enough duration for him to make a concise statement of 
any kind, but I am sure he will be glad to make some statement. 

Mr. JoNnEs. Governor, have you studied the Hoover Commission’s 
recommendations ? 

Mr. McCorp. I am not fully conversant with it. No, sir. Just as 
an old Negro friend of mine used to say—in a haphazard sort of way— 
and I think you might designate that report almost in those terms. 

Mr. Jones. In your casual observation of it did you reach any con- 
clusion ? 

Mr. McCorp. I am not altogether in harmony with some recommen- 
dations that they made, stemming back to our problem here in the 
South and their treatment of the Tennessee Valley Authority, and 
other things. 

I want to make this statement, if I may, because TVA gets into all 
of our considerations in the development of this very sort of thing. 
Perhaps the greatest emancipation of slavery up to that time was the 
emancipation that Abraham Lincoln issued ee he became Presi- 
dent. However, in 1932 there was another emancipation from slavery 
in the Southland, which was equal to that, and that was the establish- 
ment of laws that led up to rural electrification. That was emanci- 
pating the housewives of this land from the slavery of the old kitchen, 
where you burned the old wood stove, and all of the other things that 
REA has done. 

Under the original plan of developing our electric energy by private 
power companies there was no expansion, and would not have been 
to this day, I am quite sure, into areas beyond the corporate limits of 
the municipalities they served. 

More electricity has required more water, and as it continues we will 
continue to get more water. Notwithstanding that 20 percent of the 
potential waterpower of the United States is in the Tennessee River 
and its tributaries, we do have shortages of water. 

Mr. Jones. It is a universal problem, is it not, Governor ? 

Mr. McCorp. Very much, indeed. 

Mr. Jones. And it is becoming more aggravated with the passage 
of time? 

Mr. McCorp. And it is one also that the State as a unit cannot 
finance alone, I am quite sure. These problems as they confront us 
have to be met factually, I anticipate, by some such legislation as 
may be recommended at some time to take the States into cooperation 
with the Federal Government. 

Mr. Jones. I notice you had representatives of the State and city 
and other agency groups in Washington to try to convince the Bureau 
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of the Budget to make funds available for the start of the lower 
Cumberland River project. Evidently they have not done too well. 

I wonder who is going to win in that race to build that $400 million 
project on the Nile? The United States or Russia? 

Mr. McCorp. Well, I imagine the United States will get in there. 
We usually do. I am very interested in this development. I know 
you have some very able engineers here this morning to go into that in 
detail, but 1 hate to see these projects on the Cumberland River cur- 
tailed because of the shortage of appropriations at this time. 

Mr. Jones. Of course, we as a committee have nothing to do with 
appropriations. 

Mr. McCorp. I understand that, of course, but my friend and your 
colleague here will have much to do with that when it comes up. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Governor. 

Mr. McCorp. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. J. C. Hundley, secretary of the Citizens for TVA, who is speak- 
ing for Mayor Dempster, who I understand is not able to be here 
today. Is that correct ¢ 


STATEMENT OF J. C. HUNDLEY, SECRETARY, CITIZENS FOR TVA, 
INC., AND REPRESENTING HON. GEORGE R. DEMPSTER, MAYOR, 
KNOXVILLE, TENN., AND PRESIDENT, CITIZENS FOR TVA, INC. 


Mr. Hunotey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Won’t you have a seat, Mr. Hundley ? 

Mr. Hunotey. Fine. 

I wanted to say Mayor Dempster wanted me to express his apprecia- 
tion to the committee for its fine work. He certainly regrets he can- 
not be here today, but he has an election coming up in 2 or 3 days. 

Mr. Jones. Well, we certainly have to stay home when we have an 
election. 

Mr. Hunptey. So he has a very good reason for not being here. 

My name is J. C. Hundley, secretary of Citizens for TVA. I will 
present Mayor Dempster’s testimony without any explanation further 
than that, and possibly without comment. 


Mr. Chairman, I am George R. Dempster, mayor of Knoxville, Tenn., and 
president of Citizens for TVA, Inc. It is a great privilege for me to appear 
before you today expressing the views of our 55,000-strong citizens organization 
which has as its objective the preservation of the Tennessee Valley Authority 
as the power generation and transmission system and resource development 
agency, of the Tennessee Valley region. 

The report on water resources and power which is the subject of your investiga- 
tion can be simply and accurately described as the second TVA veto message of 
Mr. Herbert Hoover, Chairman of the Commission. 

I have recently examined a document entitled “Veto Message Relating to 
Disposition of Muscle Shoals,” dated March 3, 1931, and signed by Herbert 
Hoover, President, United States of America. In it the former President ridi- 
culed a congressional act proposing to establish a 3-member Commission to 
operate the Government’s dam and chemical facilities at Muscle Shoals and to 
construct Cove Creek and other dams on the Tennessee and its tributaries. In 
his message, the former President said: “It won’t work.” He stated the power 
operations of the project would “show a loss.” With reference to the chemical 
operations of the proposed Commission, the former President forecast: “It can 
be stated with assurance that no chemical industry with its constantly changing 
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technology and equipment, its intricate problems of sales and distribution, can 
be successfully conducted by the Government.” 

The “it won’t work” veto delayed the birth of TVA by 2 years. Now, after 
22 years of magnificently successful operation in all phases of its activities, the 
new veto message is a brutal death warrant to cut down this proud, proven, and 
internationally famous model of river and regional resource development. 


Mr. Jonzs. The bill which the mayor referred to is the veto message 
on the Muscle Shoals Act of 1931. 
Mr. Hunptey. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Jones. The author of that bill was George W. Norris, a member 
of the President’s own party. 
Mr. Hunotey. Yes,sir. [| Reading:] 


Mr. Chairman, it was a doubtful pleasure for me to appear before the Task 
Force on Water Resources and Power of the Hoover Commission at its Chatta- 
nooga hearings in June of last year. They had TVA in the dock and on trial. 
The presiding judge, Mr. Hoover, had done his work well. I have never seen 
a better packed jury more obviously bent on a directed and loaded verdict. 
Never was there any group of men more determined or unanimous in where 
they wanted to go before they had even seen the roadmap. 

So, today, I am going to take this so-called report insofar as it applies to TVA 
and use it for the purposes the task force and the Commission intended. Right 
now, before your eyes, I am going to use this kit labeled “How To Tear Up TVA.” 
It will do the job. 

Here is the Commission’s formula step by step: 

Step 1. Negotiate at least one Dixon-Yates type deal annually. Yes; revival 
of the Dixon-Yates contract is the inevitable meaning of recommendation No. 10 
that TVA (and other governmental agencies) “cease the building of steam 
plants” and get needed power increased by interconnecting with neighboring 
private-power systems. The present TVA service area is experiencing a normal 
increase in electrical consumption requiring the expenditure of 150 to 200 
million dollars yearly for new steam-generating facilities. Obviously, within a 
few years, every power company surrounding the Tennessee Valley would have 
its Dixon- Yates contract. 

Step 2. Adopt the Budget Bureau’s version of a TVA self-financing plan to 
heap extra and excessive costs on the system. Recommendation No. 9 of the 
Commission would require the establishment of TVA wholesale rates by the 
Federal Power Commission under a formula involving multiple charges for 
amortization, depreciation, high interest, and Federal tax payments exceeding 
even those of similar private utilities. TVA has heretofore clearly financed 
its operating costs from revenues without any subsidy whatever from the United 
States Treasury or taxpayer, as established by the dissenting opinion of Repre- 
sentative Holifield, submitted in the Commission report. But under the TVA 
self-financing plan the Hoover Commission-Budget Bureau’s proposals for in- 
terest charges at 3 percent (exceeding the actual Federal cost of money by 
one-half) and the requirement of amortization as well as depreciation, would 
increase TVA’s annual fixed charges by some $40 million, constituting an ex- 
cessive burden on a purely revenue-financed enterprise. 

Step. 3. Strangle TVA and destroy its efficiency through Washington control. 
Recommendation 1 (h) of the Commission would require that all of TVA’s 
expenditures, even in the case of its own revenues which do not obligate the 
United States taxpayers or the United States Treasury in any manner, be 
eontrolled by the Budget Bureau and the Congress through the appropriation 
process. This would destroy the ability of TVA to act promptly and efficiently 
as an independent, corporate agency. Not only would the policies of the Au- 
thority be within the control of the President and the Congress, as is proper, but 
also the details of administration. Its efficiency would go out the window. 

Step 4. Deny the 148 municipal and cooperative distributors of TVA power 
the right to secure their electric supply from TVA. That is the effect of 
recommendation No. 11 calling for elimination of the preference clause. Private 
utilities would bid for TVA power on the same basis as our municipalities and 
co-ops and would be guaranteed “a share” of TVA power. This is, of course, 
an effort to destroy the utility responsibility that TVA has had for almost half 
a generation for generation and transmission of electricity in its service terri- 
tory, a responsibility no different from that of private electric utilities in their 
service areas. 


70818—56—pt. 4——_5 
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I have not mentioned the numerous recommendations of the task force which 
were favorably mentioned in the full Commission’s report without being formal- 
ized into recommendations. For example, the Commission views with much favor 
the task force’s recommendation that TVA flood control and other nonpower 
activities be surrendered to other agencies. 

I defy anyone to predict the survival of TVA if the recommendations cited 
are put into effect. I defy anyone to claim with proof that the Authoriy 
could adequately supply the power needs of this territory at reasonable rates if 
these recommendations were put into effect. I defy anyone to prove that we 
in the valley would not be confronted, if these recommendations are applied, 
with tremendous increases in our power rates, drastic shortages of electricity 
and general economic stultification and chaos. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we can best describe these 
recommendations of the task force as applied to TVA and others which apply to 
public power and resource development in general throughout the country, as 
“The empty do-it-yourself kit.” Open this kit and what do you find there? 
No tools; just a set of instructions about why it should not be done, how not 
to do it, how to tear down what you have already done. 

This empty kit has been in use in New England for the last 22 years and by 
contrast the Tennessee Valley in that time has largely solved its water resource 
problem. With the deepest feeling of distress and sympathy, I point out how 
tragic and expensive the consequences are to flood-ravaged New England. 

The key to the Commission’s entire program is “destroy public power in 
America.” It has viewed the broad and frightful problem of water-resource 
development in this country through the narrow keyhole of the private electric 
utility lobby’s fight against public power. The result has been a shameful be- 
trayal of the needs of our people and the future of our country. 

Yes, you have learned already in your New England hearings, about which 
we have read in our paper here, that the private utilities managed to keep 
Federal resource enterprise in New England from gaining a foothold. The terri- 
tory was left as the province of private power. It was proven there that private 
utilities exploit those water resources guaranteed to produce a lucrative profit 
and neglect all the rest—fiood control, navigation, water supply for industrial 
and domestic purposes, water for irrigation, recreation, fish, and wildlife, etc. 

Mr. Chairman, Citizens for TVA, Inc., and the leadership of the Tennessee 
Valley, stand ready to carry the good word about how to develop the resources 
of a river to our friends in New England. It has been with a sad heart during 
recent years that we have borne the private-power-generated slurs and criti- 
eisms of our friends in New England about low-cost TVA power. They have 
complained incorrectly of our stealing New England industry. Floods and the 
highest cost power in the country may be converting New England into the 
“Nation’s No. 1 economic problem”—the label once applied to our region. We 
ean recommend to our neighbors in the East the antithesis of Mr. Hoover’s 
eatastrophic plan; instead, they should try a TVA which has contributed so 
successfully to better use of natural and human resources of this region. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall not reiterate for you the well-known facts about the 
enormous success of the TVA operations. This success was not denied by 
either the task force or the Commission. The only charges leveled against TVA 
was that its successful operations are not fair to other regions, are not self- 
sustaining, are not in accordance with certain prejudiced conceptions of the 
private enterprise system. The private utility monopoly system’s great fear of 
the TVA cost-of-production yardstick and its competitive effect on their rates 
and sluggish monopoly practices was evident throughout both reports. 

But it might be in order to comment once again, as I did face to face before 
the task force on Water Resources and Power in Chattanooga, about what is 
surely one of the most prejudiced and unwholesomely constituted bodies ever 
assembled in the history of this country for the stated purposes of performing 
a service in the general public interest. I speak of the task force itself. 

Let me go back to that fateful day on June 1, 1954, when Admiral Moreell 
led his task force into the Tennessee Valley in what we felt to be, and now know 
to have been, a Trojan horse invasion with the predetermined mission of knock- 
ing out TVA. After reminding Admiral Moreell of his own statement and that 
of Chairman Hoover of the parent Commission, labeling TVA and similar Fed- 
eral enterprises as examples of “creeping socialism,” and after calling to the 
attention of the task force the publicly recorded statements of most of its mem- 
bers in condemnation of public power and TVA-type resource development, I 
concluded: “Despite this evidence of bias, and despite the publicly stated aim 
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of Mr. Hoover to ‘get the Federal Government out of the business of generating 
and distributing power as soon as possible, I am bold enough to urge you 
nevertheless to consider the TVA openmindedly.” Even Mr. Hoover could 
not swallow the raw prejudice and the clumsy meat-ax approach of the Moreell 
wrecking crew attack on TVA. 

Unless this committee, the Congress, and the people of the United States sort 
out this hodgepodge of prejudiced conceptions of power and water resource 
development, concocted by the Hoover Commission and its task force, not merely 
the Tennessee Valley but all America, now and in future generations, will pay 
a fearful price from adoption of the recommended policy of abdication of Fed- 
eral responsibilities in this field. 

That concludes Mayor Dempster’s statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Hundley. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Reuss ¢ 

Mr. Reuss. Just this question: On the last page of your statement 
you say: 

Even Mr. Hoover could not swallow the raw prejudice and the clumsy meat-ax 
approach of the Moreell wrecking crew attack on TVA. 

What is your evidence for that statement ? 

Mr. Hunptey. I am not sure whether he is referring here, sir, to 
the hearing we had in Chattanooga or not. Apparently that is what 
he is referring to. 

Mr. Jones. Let me explain to Mr. Reuss that this is a statement 
made by Mayor Dempster. 

Mr. Hunpiey. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Hundley is reading the statement for the mayor 
because the mayor could not be here today. 

Mr. Hunpiery. That is correct. 1 think, though, that he is re- 
ferring here to the hearing held by Admiral Moreell’s group in 
Chattanooga. 

Mr. Reuss. Was Mr. Hoover there? 

Mr. Hunptey. Mr. Moreell was there—Admiral Moreell was there. 

Mr. Reuss. Was Mr. Hoover there ? 

Mr. Hunotry. No; he was not. 

Mr. Reuss. Mr. Herbert Hoover was not there, I gather ? 

Mr. Hunpuey. No. He was notthere himself. No. 

With your permission I would like this to be placed in the record. 

Mr. Jones. You have read the statement, so without objection it will 
be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Hundley, did I understand you to say you are 
connected with the Citizens for TV A ? 

Mr. Hunotey. I am secretary of Citizens for TVA. 

Mr. Liescoms. Could you explain what the organization is? 

Mr. Hunp.tey. The organization is a citizens’ organization designed 
to stand up for TVA, for the citizens’ interests. It represents the 
citizens of the valley. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you mean municipalities and the State—— 

Mr. Hunptey. And cooperatives. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Are all members ? 

Mr. Hunptey. And cooperatives. The citizens of this area. 

Mr. Lipscoms. You say in your statement they are 55,000 strong. 

Mr. Hunbiey. That iscorrect. That is how many have contributed 
to Citizens for TVA and become members of Citizens for TVA. 

Mr Lirscoms. What is the objective of Citizens for TVA right 
now ¢ 
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Mr. Hunoiey. The objective of Citizens for TVA right now is the 
TVA self-financing plan. 

Mr. Liescoms. The bill that is presently before Congress ? 

Mr. Hunptey. We are interested in the Citizens supporting this bill. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Does that bill in any way concur or fit in with the 
Hoover Commission recommendations ? 

Mr. Hunotey. I am not prepared to answer that, sir. 

Mr. Lipscoms. That is all. 

Mr. Hunpiey. We are for the TVA self-financing plan as originally 
prepared by the TVA staff. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Is that the bill that is presently before Congress or 
has it been amended ? 

Mr. Hunpiey. That is the Kerr bill and in the House it is the Davis- 
Jones bill, if I am correct, sir. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Are the Citizens for TVA for giving full control of 
TVA to TVA, or does the bill retain the Presidential and congressional 
control ? 

Mr. Hunptey. It still retains the congressional control. 

Mr. Liescoms. Under that bill do you propose to pay interest on the 
investment ? 

Mr. Hunotey. Under this bill there are several financing plans set 
out. It does not preclude the possibility of congressional appropria- 
tions for TVA in the case of war or disaster. The Congress, I think, 
would want to retain the right to maintain this power supply for 
arsenal purposes. There are so many huge Government defense in- 
stallations here which are using over half of all the TVA power right 
now that TVA generates. The Atomic Energy Commission at Oak 
Ridge, and the AEDC around Chattanooga are there, and AEDC’s 
wind-tunnel installation at Tullahoma, and many others, like shell- 
loading plants and TNT plants, and others all over this area. It is 
a veritable arsenal. 

Mr. Liescoms. Do the Federal installations pay for the power they 
use ? 

Mr. Hunouey. Yes,sir. Theydo. They pay TVA. 

Mr. Liescoms. Do you happen to know the rate that the Federal 
Government pays? 

Mr. Hunptey. No, sir. I do not know that. I know it is at a 
great saving to the taxpayers over the private power rates on private 
power sold to the same installations. 

Mr. Liescome. Do you feel that there are any costs involved in things 
that the Government performs for TVA that TVA should reimburse 
the Government for ? 

Mr. Hunptey. I am not prepared to answer that, I am afraid. 

Mr. Liescomr. The citizens have never taken a stand on that? 

Mr. Hunptey. No, sir; we have not. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Is Citizens for TVA, or are you as secretary of the 
Citizens for TVA, aware of the recommendation by the General 
Accounting Office which in effect says that the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority should pay interest on the investment, but that the repayment 
schedule should be revised? Are you familiar with that reeoommenda- 
tion which has been made over a period of years? 

Mr. Hunptey. I believe I have noticed it in the paper, but I do not 
have any authentic record of it. No, sir. 
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Mr. Jones. Do you mean Comptroller General Campbell’s letter 
commenting on the Kerr bill ? 

Mr. Liescoms. No. For the past several year the General Account- 
ing Office has included in its audit reports—and they are required 
under the law to audit the Tennessee Valley Authority—they have 
included in their report one single recommendation which is that the 
repayment schedule which is now set up on a 40-year plan should be 
revised, or changed, or modified, and that 3-percent interest should be 
oe At the same time they have also complimented the Tennessee 

Jalley Authority on their accounting records. But that is the only 
recommendation they have made. 

Mr. Jones. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Hunoptery. They would sell their bonds and finance it pretty 
much as others do in private power. 

Mr. Lipscoms. You mean under the Kerr bill ? 

Mr. Hunoptey. Yes, sir; since you mentioned records there, I might 
state that the earlier Hoover Commission jumped on TVA again and 
came down and examined their records thoroughly, and they found 
them to be a model. You mentioned that TVA’s records are being 
complimented by Comptroller General Campbell. The earlier 
Hoover Commission found the same to be true. Their records were 
described as being a model. 

Mr. Lirscome. I think TVA should be complimented on keeping 
that kind of records. I think it is important that they do so. I wish 
other Government corporations would do likewise. 

Mr. Hunptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do the Citizens for TVA go to Washington to pro- 
pose legislation or oppose legislation ? 

Mr. Hunptey. Only as citizens. Some of our people like Mayor 
Dempster. None of the paid staff have testified. Mayor Dempster 
has testified as president of Citizens for TVA, before some congres- 
sional committees on TV A appropriations. 

Mr. Lrescomr. It is not necessary for you to be registered under 
the Lobbying Act? 

Mr. Hunoiey. We do not think so; no, sir. We dono more lobbying 
activities than any citizen would do. That is all that is carried out. 

Mr. Lipscoms. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Hundley. 

Mr. Charles Everhart, president of the Cumberland Valley Asso- 
ciation. 

How you are, Mr. Everhart? Will you have a seat, please? Do 
you have a prepared statement? 


STATEMENT OF C. M. EVERHART, PRESIDENT, CUMBERLAND 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION, AND EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, CUM- 
BERLAND RIVER SAND & GRAVEL CO. 


Mr. Evernart. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add my word of welcome and thanks 
to the committee for coming to Nashville and giving us an opportunity 
to appear. 

Shall I proceed, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir, Mr. Everhart. You go right ahead. 
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Mr. Evernart. My name is C. M. Everhart of Nashville, Tenn. 
I am president of the Cumberland Valley Association, a nonprofit 
organization composed of citizens from all walks of life living 
throughout the 600-mile length of the Cumberland River Valley, and 
whose purpose is the full economic development of the Cumberland 
River. I am also executive vice president of the Cumberland River 
Sand & Gravel Co., and also the Cumberland & Ohio Co., a small 
company engaged in commercial towing on the Cumberland River. 

I appear before this distinguished committee with deep and ser- 
ious concern over the reports that the Water Resources Task Force 
of the Hoover Commission and the Cabinet Committee on Transpor- 
tation have included and will include in their final recommendations 
to the President and Congress the imposition of tolls or charges on 
commercial users of the inland waterways, designed to recover costs 
of maintaining and operating improvements in aids to navigation, and 
possibly the amortization of investment and interest thereon. 

There are a great many witnesses here who are more qualified to 
speak on this than I am, so I will confine my remarks particularly to 
that phase of the report. 

Like most other navigable inland streams, the commercial use of 
the Cumberland River “died a slow death” during the span of years 
between the two World Wars. The old steamboat, with hazardous 
conditions of navigation, was completely inadequate to compete with 
highly improved land transportation techniques. With the advent of 
the light, improved marine diesel engine and fast towboat and barge 
design, coupled with the transportation experience of World War 
II, river transportation experienced a rebirth; and shippers and re- 
ceivers of bulk raw materials and finished goods found that low-cost 
water transportation could offer them advantages of industrial expan- 
sion not otherwise possible, and in many cases not adaptable to their 
needs by other forms of transportation. 

Consequently, in the short span of time between World War IT 
and the present time, there has developed along the banks of our 
inland waterways a gigantic new concentration of industry, rep- 
resenting tens of billions of dollars in investments and bringing a 
new prosperity and higher standards of living to millions of people. 
To keep pace with this great development, others have invested mil- 
lions of dollars in modern river transportation equipment, riverside 
terminals and other facilities to serve this new economic giant. It 
is no mere coincidence that this decade of amazing development has 
proved highly beneficial to all segments of the economy, including 
other forms of transportation. In 1953 and 1954, nine multimillion- 
dollar railroad yard improvement projects were located on the banks 
of inland waterways. 

Unfortunately, the Cumberland River has not quite kept pace 
with some of the other navigable streams in this development program. 
Composed of a system of small, obsolete locks and dams constructed 
at the turn of the century, and completely inadequate to accommodate 
modern river equipment, commerce on the Cumberland does not reflect 
some of the phenomenal growth figures evident on other streams. 
However, with all of these difficulties, and the obstacles to modern 
equipment, tonnage has increased at an average annual rate of 19 per- 
cent per year for the last 10 years. With improved navigation facili- 
ties now under construction and proposed, new industry is now 
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making its way into the Cumberland Valley; and the area is now 
embarked on an era of unlimited industrial expansion. 

Should the recommendations for tolls be enacted, they will sound 
the death knell for this program. The development heretofore de- 
scribed has been undertaken on a long-standing enunciation of policy 
by the Federal Government as enacted in the ordinance of 1787, and 
reenacted by the First Congress, that: 

The navigable waters leading into the Mississippi and St. Lawrence, and the 
carrying places between the same, shall be common highways, and forever free, 
as well to the inhabitants of the said territory as to the citizens of the United 
States, and those of other States that may be admitted into the confederacy, 
without any tax, impost, or duty therefor. 

This pledge of the Government to its people has been reenacted 
time and time again in acts admitting new States to the Union, and 
again in the Rivers and Harbors Acts of 1882, 1884 and 1909. I think 
this statement by the English novelist Bulwer is particularly appro- 
priate at this time, and I quote it: 

Strike from mankind the principle of faith, and men would have no more his- 
tory than a flock of sheep. 

And so, the faith of man in a 175-year-old policy of their Govern- 
ment has formed one of the cornerstones of the magnificent program 
of development and expansion along our inland waterways. 

Aside from the moral aspects of breaking a longstanding pledge of 
the Government to its citizens, such action would result in disastrous 
material consequences. I have no hesitancy in stating that it would 
bring about a speedy end to the movement of commercial traffic on 
the Cumberland River. Estimates on the Ohio River by the Corps of 
Engineers reveal that transportation costs would have to be increased 
as much as 50 percent to recover the costs of operation and mainte- 
nance of navigation aids on that stream. 

I do not know how much more it would mean if they would try to 
recover the capital investment and amortization and interest on that 
investment. 

Practically all interstate traffic now moving on the Cumberland 
also moves over the Ohio. In addition—and assuming that present 
traffic on the Cumberland would continue—and certainly it would 
not—the recovery of operation and maintenance costs on the 5 obso- 
lete locks and 1 new one located between Nashville and the Ohio River 
would result in a 32-percent increase in present transportation costs. 

I would like to say here that particular percentage is calculated from 
the total operating and maintenance costs of the navigation aids 
downriver as against the present tonnage figures, and applied back 
to present rate costs of the transportation from the Ohio to Nashville. 

Petroleum products, now comprising one of the largest volumes on 
the Cumberland, would be forced to pipelines or other forms of trans- 
portation. Sand and gravel now moving by barge into a highly com- 
petitive market would have about 25 cents per ton added to its cost 
i a market where its competitive wholesale price is 75 cents to $1 
per ton. At least two companies, including one of our own, would 
be forced out of business under such conditions. The inevitable re- 
sult would be to force traffic from the river. 

With your permission I would like to stop at this time and deliver 
to the committee a letter from Mr. Harry Dyer, president of the Nash- 
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ville Bridge Co., who was very sorry he was called out of town, but 
was certainly interested to have this letter put in. 

Mr. Jones. Suppose we put it in at the conclusion of your state- 
ment ! 

Mr. Evernart. Fine. It bears very much on the subject in regard 
to his own company. 

On that small part which would remain, tolls would have to be 
further increased to recover costs, which action would eventually dry 
up all waterborne traffic. 

Railroad rates, which now reflect water competition, and on those 
commodities not adaptable to any other form of transportation, would 
then be increased ; and the final result would be a progressive increase 
in transportation costs. There is now pending before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission a petition for merger of the two main-line 
railroads serving this area. Since traffic now moving by river is un- 
adaptable to forms of transportation other than railroad, many in- 
dustries would be left at the mercy of monopolistic ratemaking. 
There would also occur, then, a drastic reduction in the value and use- 
fulness of large Federal investments in waterways. 

Such a series of certainties could mean little else than a general up- 
heaval of the general economy of the region, dislocation of industry, 
unemployment, and a retarding of economic growth and development. 

We would call attention to the fact that, beyond the improvements to 
inland waterways, vast sums of Federal funds have been expended 
in the harbor improvements along our coasts and the Great Lakes. 
Is it proposed that user charges be levied against our oceangoing 
commerce using these facilities? The sixth clause of section 9 of 
article I of the Constitution provides that: 

No preference shall be given by any regulation of commerce or revenue to 
the ports of one State over those of another; nor shall any vessels bound to 
or from one State be obliged to enter, clear, or pay duties to another. 

We do not believe that river tolls, under this provision of the Con- 
stitution, could be levied against traffic moving to the port of Nash- 
ville unless similar tolls were exacted from ships entering the port 
of Norfolk, Va., San Francisco, Calif., or other ports on our coasts 
or Great Lakes. If similar tolls were levied against traffic moving 
to coastal ports, could not we reasonably expect other nations to 
retaliate against American ships entering their harbors, thus bring- 
ing about international trade complications of a serious nature? 

It is also noted that the task force, in making its recommendations, 
further suggested that Congress authorize the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to establish and fix such charges or tolls. It is sub- 
mitted that the Interstate Commerce Commission now has more than 
it can do in the regulation of the complex system of rates and charges 
built up by our various transportation systems. At the same time, a 
great percentage of waterborne bulk commodities are exempt from 
regulation by the Commission. On the one hand, the Commission 
would have to relate transportation cost data on many commodities 
not now under its jurisdiction, and, on the other, bring under its 
surveillance all of the mass of cost and operating data pertaining to 
a portion of facilities now under other agencies of the Government— 
such as the Corps of Engineers—in order to relate them into some 
kind of equitable schedule. Such an absurd situation could only 
result in the establishment of a bureaucratic monstrosity which would 
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make a mockery of many other fine recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission for governmental efficiency. 

In like manner, should such a task be placed upon the Corps of 
Engineers, the situation would be adequately covered by the remarks 
of Maj. Gen. B. L. Robinson, Deputy Chief of Engineers for Con- 
struction, in a speech on October 11, 1954, when, speaking of the 
involved complexity of the problem, he stated: 

* * * and if we classified our waterways into categories * * * and if we 
were to establish schedules of charges based on the characteristics of each cate- 
gory of shipping and upon the commodities it carried * * *; after doing all 
of this, we would face the monumenta] task of adjusting those rates and 
schedules to the already established and immensely involved rate structures of 
rail and motor carriers, with all their complexities of geographical division, 
points of service, commodity classes, long- and short-haul stipulations, fourth 
section adjustments, and whatnot. Yet some adjustment would have to be 
made; for if it weren’t, the competitive situation between carriers would be- 
come a shambles, and the waterways transportation industry would undergo 
a complete upheaval. 

Gentlemen and Mrs. Griffiths, that excerpt is an understatement 
of the impossible situation this proposed action would bring about. 
Proponents of this proposal have indicated that the Government 
must be repaid for its investment in these facilities. We submit that 
in years past and to come, the benefits to accrue to all the people and 
the billions of dollars already invested and to be invested in indus- 
trial and commercial expansion as a result of these facilities will 
repay the Government many times over the investment in these 
improvements. 

Finally, the imposition of tolls would seriously weaken and impair 
our national defense. Today, the most modern inland waterways fleet 
in the world is plying our inland streams, representing hundreds of 
millions of dollars in investments; and having proven in World War 
II the value of such low-cost mass movement of basic commodities to 
the war effort, a large part of this national-defense asset would be lost 
in peacetime as a result of a drying up of river commerce under these 
proposals. You cannot, in a few short months or years, in event of 
national emergency, build an inland waterway fleet, no more than you 
can build a navy for national defense in a short time. 

Water transportation facilities have also allowed a dispersal of many 
vital wartime industries such as chemical, steel, metallurgical, aircraft, 
and aluminum throughout the protected interior of our river valleys 
and away from our crowded coastal regions. Needless to say, the chief 
incentive for such dispersal in the future would no longer exist under 
these proposals. 

It takes no crystal ball to recognize the fallacies existing in these 
recommendations, and I do not believe that all of the possible serious 
consequences could have been considered in making such recommenda- 
tions. We sincerely trust that the Congress, through committee hear- 
ings such as this, will realize that, regardless of the frequent voices that 
“ery out of the wilderness” charging “subsidy,” the transportation 
policies which have stood the test of history have produced the great- 
ests industrial and accompanying transportation economy ever known 
to mankind. Change for the benefit of change cannot be justified. 
Who has failed to prosper under the present policies? Gentlemen, 
what sound reason can be advanced for this proposal ? 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would like the opportunity of reading into the 
record Mr. Dyer’s letter, if that is permissible. 

Mr. Jones. Will you let me examine it first? 

Mr. Evernarrt. It is addressed to you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. All right. 

Mr. Evernarr. This has to do with some of the examples I was 
giving as to the consequences. 


NASHVILLE BribGeE Co., 
Nashville, Tenn., October 26, 1955. 
Hon. Rospert JONEs, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Hoover Commission Report, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. JONES: I had hoped to appear personally before your committee, but 
I have a scheduled meeting which calls me away from Nashville on October 31, 
and I am truly sorry. 

I will, however, try to explain herein some of the reasons why we here at our 
company are inalterably opposed to user charges or tolls on our inland waterways. 

Let me point out first that our national security requires decentralization of 
industry. It must, therefore, be made possible for all types of industry to econom- 
ically exist and grow in decentralized locations. During both World Wars, our 
plant here in Nashville built ships and various other types of vessels and steel 
structures for the war effort. In the last war, we won the Army-Navy E with 
three stars during our construction of many types of vessels for the Navy, includ- 
ing submarine chasers, minesweepers, personnel lighters, and others. Many 
other relatively small shipyards throughout the entire country did likewise, and 
it was largely through the combined efforts of these smaller decentralized plants 
that this Nation’s war effort was so successful. 

The economical existence of a plant such as ours is made possible only by reason 
of the availability of low-cost water transportation. The rail freight rate on steel 
from Pittsburgh to Nashville is about $15 per ton. We cannot overcome a $15- 
per-ton differential in the steel cost and compete during ordinary times with yards 
located in the Pittsburgh or Chicago districts. Consequently, were it not for the 
much lower water rates on steel from Pittsburgh or Chicago to points such as 
Nashville, most of the inland boat building would be concentrated in a few areas 
adjacent to steel mills, and the hundreds of smaller yards in decentralized loca- 
tions such as ours would go out of business and would not be available to assist in 
any national emergency which might arise. 

It, therefore, seems absolutely essential in the interests of our national safety 
that the present economic equilibrium which permits the existence of decentral- 
ized industry throughout the country must be maintained. 

The imposition of user charges or tolls on our inland waterways would com- 
pletely upset this present economic equilibrium and cause an industrial upheaval 
which might grow into a national disaster. Our plant would close down, together 
with hundreds like it, and the ramifications of unemployment, population shifts, 
and complete disruption of our economy could lead to a real calamity. 

We are, therefore, opposed to the imposition of user charges or tolls on our 
inland waterways, not only in the interest of self-preservation and the continuing 
existence of our own company, but in the interest of our nationai security and 
the economic stabilization of industry throughout our country. 

I respectfully urge the committee’s thoughtful consideration of our position in 
this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
‘Harry B. Dyer. 


Mr. Jones. Without objection it will be received and made a part 
of the record subsequent to the examination of the present witness. 

Mr. Evernart. Mr. Chairman, aside from the prepared statement, 
I would like to say in answer to an earlier question of the Congressman 
from California, that I was one of the delegates who went to the 
Bureau of the Budget with our very nominal proposal for construction 
funds. I can certainly say that we very definstaly fee] that the recom- , 
mendations of the Hoover Commission task force have already com- 
pletely permeated the executive branch to a certain extent and, there- 
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fore, we certainly feel that these recommendations will bring a 
complete halt to further development of the Cumberland. 

Mr. Jones. Whom did you talk to in the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Evernarr. We had an audience before Mr. Schwartz, who I 
believe is Deputy Director of the Budget, and Mr. Rappaport 

Mr. Jonrs. Mr. who? 

Mr. Everuarr. Mr. Schwartz and Mr. Rappaport, Assistant Dep- 
uty Director in Charge of Public Works, and another staff member 
by the name of Schad, I believe it was. 

Mr. Jones. What was the subject of your discussion with the people 
you have named in the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Evernarr. We took to Washington a very carefully prepared 
presentation which we felt was one of the strongest justifications for 
the start of any project that could be assembled. By justification I 
mean on the benefit-cost ratio formula, which we felt was very 
conservatively stated. 

Mr. Jones. On what project? 

Mr. Evernarr. On the lower Cumberland project. 

Mr. Jones. And you presented the lower Cumberland project in the 
form of a petition and an analysis of the project to the members you 
have just named, who were employees of the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Evernarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. And what was the substance of your conversation ? 

Mr. Evernarr. They gave us a very cordial reception and a very 
cordial hearing and asked us why we had not been before the Chief of 
the Corps of Engineers. We stated to them that our understanding 
was that some type of a directive, either verbal, written, or otherwise, 
had been sent out stating that they would not submit, that is, that the 
Corps of Engineers would not submit requests in their budget for any 
projects or the start of any project costing over $25 million. 

Mr. Jones. Did that directive have to come from the Bureau of the 
Budget ? 

Mr. Evernarr. They stated to us no such directive had ever gone 
out of that organization. We had a very definite understanding that 
such had been the case. They then brought to our attention the fact 
that they thought it still was not too late because, as they put it, we 
had a very convincing argument on our lower Cumberland project. 

Mr. Jones. And did they suggest you go back to the Corps of Engi- 
neers ? 

Mr. Evernart. They suggested even at this late date on October 19 
we go back to the Chief of the Corps of Engineers, and when I asked 
them what date had been set for the submission of the various 
agencies’ budgets they told me September 30, which, of course, had 
already passed. They brought out, further, if we could come back 
to this area and get some private utilities interested in the power pro- 
duction facilities of this multipurpose lower Cumberland project we 
would have a much more excellent chance of getting it underway, 
and they suggested we do that. 

Mr. Jones. Did they suggest any particular company you should 
contact ? 

Mr. Evernart. Well, I think the firm of Kentucky Utilities was 
mentioned as a likely prospect. 

Mr. Jones. Mentioned by whom? 

Mr. Evernart. By one of them. I believe it was Mr. Rappaport. 
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Mr. Jones. Mr. Rappaport suggested, even though this was an au- 
thorized project already approved by the Congress and had become a 
public law, that you should then go back to the State of Kentucky and 
interest a private utility in taking over a possession owned by the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. Evernart. That is correct. And they suggested if we could get 
them interested in working out some arrangement to take over the in- 
vestment in the power production facilities and distribution of power 
and then pay the Federal Government a nominal fee for the use of the 
water which, of course, would generate that electricity, that we would 
certainly have a far better chance of getting it started. _ 

Mr. Jones. And they told you to request of a public utility that they 
pay a nominal fee for what would be constructed by Federal funds, 
that would rightfully belong to the people, and that they would then 
turn over to the private utility those power potentials of the lower 
Cumberland ? 

Mr. Evernart. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonzs. I have heard everything now. I have heard of Niagara, 
Hells Canyon, and Dixon-Yates, but this is a matter that should be 
a subject of serious discussion and of investigation and questions, and 
I assure you as one member of this committee it will be brought to 
the attention of the President and his Office in order that he can make 
inquiries as to the policies now being pursued by the Bureau of the 
Budget in usurping the lawful intent of the Congress in authorizing 
those types of projects. It is reprehensible to me that such a policy 
would i pursued by the Bureau of the Budget or anybody else in 
the Government. 

Mr. Evernart. Mr. Chairman, we feel that when we went there 
that we had one of the finest justifications for a project that had ever 
been presented under, not our formula, but theirs, in which the navi- 
gation benefits alone would return over 1 for 1, and with all of the 
other benefits, excluding recreation, a benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.81 
to 1, and if you wanted to include recreation it ran up to over 4 to 1. 

Mr. Jones. The 2.8 figure is based on the Corps of Engineers’ esti- 
mate of the project. 

Mr. Evernart. No, sir. I think the Corps of Engineers runs about 
1.38, if I am not mistaken. But we simply analyzed the Corps of 
Engineers—— 

Mr. Jones. Do you know what the estimate of return on the invest- 
ment was when it was considered and authorized by the Congress? 

Mr. Evernart. I believe that was in 1953, if I remember the report. 
I think it was 1.38 or 1.39. But the very interesting thing about that 
is that based on the future tonnage in that particular report over 
: period of 20 years’ projection, we had patie’ that tonnage in only 

years. 

Mr. Jones. The Bureau of the Budget directed you to come back 
here and get the Kentucky Utilities, or whatever the company is that 
operates in Kentucky, to come down and agree to take over the power 
and then the Federal Government would build it? 

Mr. Everuart. We would have a much more excellent chance of 
getting the project underway. 

Mr. Jones. This is a shocking revelation. 

Mr. Liescoms. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Liescoms. Did you say, or has the chairman just pointed out, 
that they directed you to do so? 

Mr. Evernart. No; they did not direct us to. They suggested 
we would have a much better chance of getting our project under- 
way if that could be done and if we could convince some private utili- 
ties to take over the power production facilities. They did not direct 
us to and we immediately decided against any such move as that. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Mr. Chairman, I believe that inasmuch as this gen- 
tleman has made certain charges about the Bureau of the Budget, 
it would be advisable at some future date to have the man and his 
committee, together with the Bureau of the Budget, discuss this 
frankly and openly with this subcommittee and find out what hap- 
pened at such meeting. 

Mr. Evernarr. We would be very happy to have such a meeting. 

Mr. Jones. I think it is of such paramount importance as far as the 
— of the Federal Government is concerned that we should imme- 

iately dispatch a request to the President or to the Assistant to the 
President, Mr. Adams, making known what you have just divulged or 
alleged here, and that, therefore, the whole problem would not be a 
matter for us to undertake, but for the President himself through 
his a officials to make inquiry into the whole subject. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as the Corps of Engineers 
are in the audience, or representatives of the Corps of Engineers are 
here, why would it not be advisable as long as this man is on the 
witness stand to inquire of them as to the factual information about 
the directive he mentioned ? 

Mr. Jones. It is the intention of the Chair to receive the Corps of 
Engineers immediately after we reconvene after lunch. 

ou are not saying that the district engineer was present? 

Mr. Evernart. No, sir. I was saying that was our understanding. 

Mr. Jones. Who else was with you at the time you talked to Mr. 
Schwartz and Mr. Rappaport ? 

Mr. Evernart. Mr. F. Kay, director of industrial development of 
the Nashville Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know where Mr. Kay is? 

Mr. Everuarrt. I imagine up in the office this morning. Mr. O. F. 
Minton, Jr., president of the chamber of commerce’s Cumberland River 
development committee. 

Mr. Jones. Where is he? 

Mr. Everuart. He will be back this afternoon after lunch. 

Mr. Griffin Hoagland, of Paducah, Ky., who is chairman of the 
Association of Commerce, Kentucky, on the lower Cumberland devel- 
opment ; and Mr. Green, who is executive vice president of the Paducah 
Association of Commerce. 

Mr. Jones. They were all present when this conversation took place 
with Mr. Schwartz and Mr. Rappaport ? 

Mr. Evernartr. And Mr. Harry Dyer, of the Nashville Bridge Co., 
was also present. 

Mr. Jones. And Mr. Harry Dyer was also present? 

Mr. Evernart. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. So the status of the project now is that if you get 
approval from the Kentucky Utilities, a private utility, you can stand 
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a chance of getting the project approved by the Bureau of the Budget ? 
Otherwise you are going to be out in the cold? 

Mr. Evernarr. They did not make that statement, but just stated 
we would have a much more excellent chance of getting it underway. 
Of course, we hoped this same justification—we thought it was so 
excellent that we could prevail upon Congress at least to give us a 
very nominal amount of funds which we were requesting. As I said, 
in their own words they told us we had a very convincing argument. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. Mr. Chairman. 

Other than what you have told us, Mr. Everhart, you do not know 
today whether the Bureau of the Budget is going to recommend favor- 
ably the project or not ? 

Mr. Evernart. The last statement made to us was that in spite of 
the fact that—I don’t know whether it was—I can’t recall their exact 
words in this particular instance, but they stated even so our trip was 
not wasted and the report would receive their very serious considera- 
tion and that of their staff. 

Of course, the only thing we have heard since then have been 
newspaper reports that it was definitely thrown out. But we have 
no direct word from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Liescoms. What newspaper reports are these? 

Mr. Evernart. We have had several in the local papers here. I 
can’t cite dates. 

Mr. Lirscos. Is it the policy of the Bureau of the Budget publicly 
to inform people of what they are going to do before they submit 
their budget? 

Mr. Evernarr. I cannot answer that, sir. I stated it was news- 
paper reports that originated under a Washington dateline. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you know of any other group active in this regard 
that you are aware of which has supported the Cumberland project 
and has been to Washington and consulted with the Bureau on the 
project? 

Mr. Evernart. Not recently. No, sir. 

Mr. Lrescoms. Or is your association the only one that has been 
sponsoring this project? 

Mr. EverHart. Oh, no, sir. We had representatives present, as 
I stated. I was representing the Cumberland Valley Association and 
we had representatives of chambers of commerce and other organiza- 
tions there at the same time—some of the men I mentioned a few mo- 
ments ago. 

Mr. Lirscoms. What is the Cumberland Valley Association ? 

Mr. Evernart. The Cumberland Valley Association is merely a 
group of citizens who banded themselves together in the interests of 
the development of the Cumberland River. That is, the entire de- 
velopment; not only the lower Cumberland, but the entire develop- 
ment, from the headwaters to the mouth. 

Mr. Liescoms. How many people are in the organization ? 

Mr. Evernart. I would say five or six hundred. 

Mr. Lirscos. Is this project as you presented it, unified amongst 
the other people who would benefit from this project? 

Mr. Evernart. Yes, sir. I think I can safely say it is the direct 
objective at this time. 

Mr. Liescoms. What is the cost of the project ? 
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Mr. Evernart. The lower Cumberland’s total cost is $169 million. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Has the Corps of Engineers recommended that it 
be built, and have they done all of the survey work on it? 

Mr. Evernart. Yes, sir. It has already been authorized by the 
Congress, and in the last session of Congress they appropriated the 
planning funds, and the planning is well under way. 

Mr. Lirscoms. So all you were up there for was to get the appro- 
priation to build? 

Mr. Evernart. A very nominal appropriation to start construction, 
amounting to $2 million. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Reuss? 

Mr. Reuss. You spoke of this meeting at the Bureau of the Budget. 
When was that? 

Mr. Evernart. October 19, I believe, was the date. 

Mr. Reuss. Of this year? 

Mr. Evernarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Reuss. Where? 

Mr. Evernart. In the office of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Reuss. In Mr. Schwartz’ office or Mr. Rappaport’s office? 

Mr. Evernarr. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. Or whose office ? 

Mr. Evernarrt. I think it was one or the other’s office. 

Mr. Reuss. Have you told this subcommittee the name of everyone 
present at that meeting, or were there others present ? 

Mr. Evernarr. I do not believe I have overlooked anyone. I be- 
lieve I named them all. 

Mr. Reuss. This suggestion with respect to Kentucky Utilities was 
oral rather than written. Is that correct? 

Mr. Evernarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Reuss. Who made it? Was it Mr. Schwartz, Mr. Rappaport, 
or both of them ? 

Mr. Evernart. It was along toward the close of the discussion, and 
I am not sure, but I believe, if I am not mistaken, that it was Mr. 
Schwartz. I would not say that under oath, but it was made by one 
of the representatives of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Reuss. Of whom two were present ? 

Mr. Evernartr. Of whom three were present. 

Mr. Reuss. There are Schwartz and Rappaport. Who was the 
third member ? 

Mr. Evernart. Schad. He is a staff member. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Reuss. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Was this a serious discussion at the end of your 
hearing, or was this made in a facetious vein ? 

Mr. Everuarr. We certainly went to Washington with all serious 
intent. 

Mr. Jones. If it was not serious then it is serious now, I will tell 
you. 

Mr. Evernart. It certainly was a serious discussion, because as I 
say, we are very serious in our belief that this particular project is 
the key to the entire program on the Cumberland River; because with- 
out it I do not think any of the other projects can ever realize their 
full economic justification. 
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Mr. Liescoms. And yet they told you that you made a good pres- 
entation and your facts were valid ? 

Mr. Evernart. They told us we had a very convincing argument 
and suggested we take it back to the Chief of the Corps of En- 
gineers over a month after their deadline for the submission of project 
requests. 

Mr. Lipscoms. I would like to ask a further question in regard to 
the letter you read into the record. Is there any way of telling, or 
do you happen to know if user charges were put into effect, as to how 
much it would affect this particular firm, and what it would mean 
to him according to the percentages you are using in your statement? 

Mr. Everuart. I could not say how it would affect his particular 
business. I think he has enumerated there several figures which re- 
lated to his business. I certainly would not want to speak for his 
business and I am not authorized to speak for it. No, I cannot do 
that with the figures he has in there. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you have any idea, or has it been previously 
testified to, what the user charges would amount to on the Cumberland 
River if they were put into effect? 

Mr. Everuart. No, sir. We had to calculate those based on their 
recommendations, and we used only our recovery of operation and 
maintenance costs. 

Mr. Liescoms. Was that the $600,000 figure somebody else testified 
to? 

Mr. Evernart. I heard that figure mentioned. I calculated $445,- 
000 a year. They might have used a whole number. 

Mr. Liescoms. By what calculation would $445,000 a year be allo- 
cated to this particular company ? 

Mr. Evernart. My calculation of 32 percent was based upon this: 
The average annual operating costs at the present time on the five old 
obsolete locks which are below the new one at Cheatham are roughly, 
plus channel dredging costs, $495,000. Cheatham is not fully in 
operation. It is a new project just below Nashville. 

The Corps of Engineers has told me that estimated annual operat- 
ing cost of that entire project, which is multipurpose, will be $100,000. 
We merely estimated one-half of that particular operating cost would 
be assigned to the lock portion of it, and that is where I came up with 
the $445,000, which I believe is a very accurate figure, and then applied 
it back against the total tonnage now moving annually on the Cum- 
berland River, which is 214 million tons, and you come up with a 
figure—I have forgotten what it is, but you can then relate to the 

resent towing rate the costs from the mouth of the river to Nashville. 
hat is how I arrived at 32 percent. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Is this company a large company which submitted 
this letter? 

Mr. Evernart. Yes, sir. They were a vital factor in shipbuilding 
during the last war. 

Mr. Liescoms. And this allocation of the $445,000 would be enough 
to put him out of business? 

{r. Evernart. He states in the letter they come under the present 
rail rate on steel, and if they had to depend on rail, the present rate 
from Pittsburgh, which is one of the large producing areas, that they 
could not compete with yards located adjacent to and close by those 
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steel centers, such as Chicago and Pittsburgh. I can certainly see 
that. 

Mr. Larscoms. Would the imposition of these toll charges put 
waterway rates on a comparable basis with competing rail rates and 
highway truck transportation or make them higher? 

Mr. Evernart. I think in many cases they are higher because rails 
are meeting certain barge rates. We are losing a movement this 
month due to an adjustment in rail rates, and certainly a 32 percent 
increase on this river, plus a 50 percent increase on the Ohio River, I 
think would be so high that I do not think traffic would even exist 
as far as water carriers are concerned. I do not think there is much 
question about it. 

I am very positive in that statement, but I certainly feel that way. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Did you in your statement testify to the investment 
that the people have in barges and in ships, and all the rest of those 
things? 

3 I cannot cite you a direct figure. I refer to millions 
of dollars, and certainly it would be hundreds of millions of dollars, 
because modern fleets are certainly costly today. I can testify to that. 
A modern towboat goes up to three-quarters of a million dollars for 
one unit. We certainly have the finest inland waterway fleet today 
that the world has ever known, and most of it was built after World 
War II. 

Mr. Jonrs. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Reuss. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Referring again to this October 19 meeting at the Bureau of the 
Budget, was a stenographic record kept of that meeting? 

Mr. Evernarr. There was not. 

Mr. Jonzs. I would appreciate it very much, Mr. Everhart, if you 
would remain for about an hour after we reconvene, because there 
might be some questions that will arise, and we would want to have 
further testimony in regard to that conference. 

Mr. Evernarrt. I will be glad to be back. 

Mr. Jones. The committee will be in recess until 1: 30. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m. the subcommittee recessed until 1:30 
p. m. of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Jones. We will now hear from Col. John Person and Col. G. M. 
Dorland. 


STATEMENT OF COL. JOHN PERSON, DIVISION ENGINEER, UNITED 
STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, CINCINNATI, OHIO; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY COL. GILBERT M. DORLAND, DISTRICT ENGINEER, 
UNITED STATES CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NASHVILLE, TENN. 


Colonel Person. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement. 

Mr. Jones. Colonel Person is out of the Cincinnati office and is the 
division engineer of the Cincinnati office. Is that correct? 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And Colonel Dorland, you are the district engineer at 
Nashville? 

Colonel Dortanp. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jones. You may proceed, Colonel Person. 

Colonel Person. The following statement summarizes Corps of En- 
gineers’ activities in the fields of flood control, navigation, and related 
water uses in the Ohio River Basin, and presents briefly some of our 
unsolved problems. 

(1) Flood control: In June 1938, Congress approved a general 
comprehensive plan for flood control and allied purposes in the Ohio 
River Basin which included a system of reservoirs, levees, floodwalls, 
and other control works. The program, as revised by subsequent leg- 
islation, calls for 77 reservoirs, of which 33 have been completed and 
3 more have been started; and 134 local-protection projects, of which 
43 have been completed and 11 more are under way. Despite the 
short time they have been in existence—an average of 8 years—the 
works already built have prevented about $440 million in damages 
as compared with their total first cost of $500 million. 

So in 8 years we have got all but $60 million in the bank and the 
thing will be there for about a hundred years. 

When the tail end of Hurricane Hazel struck the headwaters of the 
Ohio in October 1954 a system of 10 completed reservoirs in the Pitts- 
burgh area, which had cost $115 million to build, prevented damages 
estimated at $140 million. So we have gotten a $25 million profit over 
one weekend. 

The fact that the heavy rainfall from this storm caused relatively 
little damage was largely due to good fortune, in that it occurred in 
the portion of the watershed where protective works had been com- 
pleted. Our major flood-control problem arises from the fact that we 
have not yet started work on 41 of the 77 authorized reservoirs. Some 
of these can probably never be built, because of the greatly increased 
cost of land and relocations arising from the intensified economic 
development of the Ohio Basin since the authorization act of 1938. 
Many highly developed areas are still vulnerable and a catastrophe in 
the Ohio Valley is a very real possibility. Recognizing that fact, the 
Senate Public Works Committee adopted a resolution in May of this 
year authorizing a review study of the Ohio River Basin comprehen- 
sive plan. Work preliminary to that study is now underway. 

(2) Navigation: The Ohio River navigation system carries more 
inland tonnage than any other American river. In 1953 the Ohio 
mainstem carried 62 million tons—one and a half times as much as the 
Panama Canal. Although tonnage dropped somewhat in 1954, due 
largely to reduction in coal shipments, our lockage records indicate a 
distinct upward trend so far in 1955. On the mainstem of the Ohio 
traffic is carried through a system of 46 locks and dams, which are old 
and obsolete. They were authorized in 1910, when we estimated that 
the river would someday carry 13 million tons. We were criticized 
later for being extravagant. However, we carried 62 million tons 
in 1953. 

We built 600-foot locks and people called us incredibly rash and 
wasteful and spendthrift for building enormous locks, when every- 
body knew there would not be any traftic that could use a lock that big. 
Now 40 percent of the tows passing through those locks have to be 
broken up and go through in double lockage. 

We have a modernization program which I have here, which calls 
for the replacement of these locks by a new system of 21 locks and 
dams which are essential to the continued growth of navigation, which 
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also is essential to the growth of the economy of the valley. Congress 
has already got us working onit. _ 

A moderization program, providing for a total of 21 modern struc- 
tures, each with a 1,200-foot lock, is now underway. Construction 1s 
in progress on the new Cumberland and Greenup locks and dams; 
funds have been appropriated to initiate construction of the Mark- 
land locks and dam, and planning is in progress for reconstruction of 
locks and dam 41 at Louisville. On the tributaries construction funds 
have been appropriated for the Hildebrand locks and dam on the 
Monongahela River; work is well underway, and will be finished 
next spring, on locks 1 and 2 on the Green River, and the Cheatham 
and Old Hickory locks on the Cumberland are in operation, while 
work is proceeding on their powerhouses. Planning is progressing on 
the lower Cumberland project, which will permit modern tows to 
navigate the Cumberland River up to Carthage. Our only problem, 
insofar as navigation facilities are concerned, is money. m 

(3) Related water uses: I have avoided the use of the term “mul- 
tiple-purpose project” in this connection because by usage that term 
has come to be considered as applying only to projects incorporating 
the production of hydroelectric power. It is true that we have im- 
portant projects completed, under construction, and in the planning 
stage, which have important hydroelectric power installations. For 
example, in the Cumberland River Basin, Wolf Creek, Center Hill, 
and Dale Hollow are in production; Cheatham and Old Hickory are 
under construction; and lower cumberland is in the active planning 
stage. The installed capacities of these projects total three-quarters 
of a million kilowatts. Certain other projects in the comprehensive 
plan have power potentialities. However, I feel that, of the related 
water uses, the provision in our flood control and navigation struc- 
tures of storage for water supply and low-flow regulation is of vital 
importance now and is increasing in importance to an unprecedented 
degree. 

Mr. Jones. Will you explain what you mean by low flow ? 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. We have authority now to some extent 
in our flood control and navigation structures to put storage of flood- 
waters during the winter to be retained and released during the low- 
flow periods of the summer. That is in my opinion going to become 
more and more important, and I think it will ultimately be more 
important than the flood control for which the thing was originally 
built. 

Today the Nation’s population is growing at the rate of over 2 
million —— a year, and each person is using more and more 
water. Industrial use of water is 8 times as great today as in 1900, 
and it is estimated that it will increase another 250 percent by 1975. 
Agricultural use of water in the humid East is now growing faster 
than in the arid West. For example, in 8 Midwestern States—ac- 
cording to Prof. D. R. Sisson of Purdue University—the number 
of acres irrigated increased from 14,400 in 1945 to 213,000 in 1954, 
a 15 times increase in 9 years. Meanwhile, our rising standard of 
living calls for constant increases in water use for pollution abate- 
ment, recreation, and numerous other purposes. 

Impotrant services in the field of water supply, low-flow regulation 
and related water uses are now being rendered by some of our com- 
pleted structures in the Ohio River Basin—33 out of 77 dams. For 
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example, in a recent 3-month period reservoirs contributed about 70 
percent of the flow of the lower Monongahela and 80 percent of the 
flow of the Mahoning at Youngstown. 

Without that flow the steel industry in the Youngstown Valley 
would have had to shut down. : 

At Nashville, in October of 1953, the 2,500 cubic foot per second 
flow of the Cumberland would have been only about 300 second-feet, 
had it not been for reservoir releases. Even on the Ohio at Cin- 
cinnati, with the upstream reservoir system only partially complete, 
reservoir releases provided about a fourth of the flow during the last 
low-flow period of the Ohio at Cincinnati. vail 

Mr. Jones. Does that contribute to relief of flood conditions that 
exist on the Mississippi River during flood periods ? 

Colonel Person. Yes,sir. Very materially. 

Incidentally, on the Mississippi River a year ago last summer, had 
it not been for the reservoir releases on the Missouri and Ohio systems, 
the salt-water intrusion from the gulf would have shut down the New 
Orleans water supply. 

Mr. Jones. Was that caused by the diversion of the Atchafalaya? 

Colonel Person. No, sir. It was a very low-water period and the 
salt-water wedge was trying to move up, and without added flow from 
our dams the salt water would have moved into the New Orleans 
municipal water supply. 

However, the above low-flow services are incidental aspects of the 
primary flood control or navigation objective of the projects. It is 
considered that the vital importance of an assured water supply to 
the continued growth of the national economy necessitates a broader 
Sppspeen to the problem and, in fact, dictates that no storage reservoir 
should be built by any agency without the specific inclusion of water 
supply or low-flow regulation storage as a fundamental project func- 
tion where the site is reasonably susceptible to such development. 
That is not a simple problem. This will of necessity require the solu- 
tion of the problems of funding, of water rights, of cost allocation, 
and of the nature and extent of Federal and non-Federal participa- 
tion. These and other problems appear to require the enactment of 
appropriate legislation, which it seems might well include an appro- 
priate “declaration of policy” for water supply similar to that which 
was expressed for flood control in the Flood Control Act of 1936. 

Mr. Jonrs. What you are saying to the committee, Colonel, is that 
in the potential of a site we should include future plans and the devel- 
opment of that project for the storage of water which can be used in 
many different ways to supply industrial and domestic uses, and to 
insure constant, or reasonably constant, streamflow in periods of dry 
seasons, which will bring in factors that are not now acceptable in a 
justification of the benefit-cost ratio? 

_ Colonel Person. That is correct. If we do not do something about 
it now we are going to wish we had 25 years from now. 

Mr. Jones. Just like we planned on the Ohio River way back in 
the beginning. If we world have been bolder we would not have to 
go back and do it all over again. 

Colonel Person. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. We are experiencing the same thing on the Alabama 
and the Warrior-Tombigbee system. 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jonxs. Colonel, do you have the authorization of the Flood 
Control Act as amended through 1953, and the documents that ac- 
companied that survey which was submitted by the Secretary of the 


rmy ? 

Colonel Person. No, sir. I am not quite sure I understand what 
you want. 

Mr. Jones. My recollection is that the lower Cumberland project 
was authorized in 1953. 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir; I think that is true. 

Mr. Jones. The 1953 act amended an authorization that was passed 
in an Omnibus River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of what year? 

Colonel Dortanp. 1947, I believe. 

Mr. Jones. It was a modification in the project which required a 
reauthorization; is that not correct ¢ 

Colonel Dortanp. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonxs. I want the document and the ratio of the economic fac- 
tors that were presented to the House and Senate Public Works Com- 
mittees in justification of that project. 

Colonel Dortanv. That will be on the way here in a few minutes, 
sir. 

Mr. Jones. Fine. 

Colonel Dorianp. I have the figures here, Mr. Chairman, on the 
present tentative cost allocation, if that is what you are asking for, 
to power, navigation and flood control, of the total of $167 million 
which was authorized 

Mr. Jones. That is right. Give us those figures, Colonel. 

Colonel Dorianp. Of the total estimated cost of $167 million, 
$67,828,000, or approximately 40 percent, is allocated to power. This 
is first cost allocation. 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Colonel Dortanp. $55,064,000, or approximately 33 percent, is 
allocated to flood control; and $44,108,000, or approximately 27 per- 
cent, is allocated to navigation. 

Mr. Jones. Were all of the works that you have enumerated in- 
cluded in the act authorizing the project ? 

Colonel Dortanp. Yes, sir. The lower Cumberland project was 
authorized for those three purposes. 

Mr. Jones. Does the authorization give the Corps of Engineers the 
right, the authority, and the responsibility to do the work on that 
project ? 

Colonel Dortanp. To proceed with the planning along with the 
multipurpose development of the lower Cumberland River. Yes, sir. 
The three purposes. 

Mr. Jones. Was there any provision in the 1953 act that would 
give the authority to the Bureau of the Budget to allocate the use of 
any of those functions to a private utility or any other group? 

Colonel Dortanp. I am unable to recall that, sir. But I would like 
to read the act again to make sure. 

Mr. Jones. I want to get the act in the record because it has a mate- 
rial bearing on the testimony of previous witnesses in regard to the 
authority, and where the legal responsibility rests to see that the work 
is carried out. 
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Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman, I understood that we were going to 
ask the Corps of Engineers what their recollection of this directive 
was that was brought out just prior to lunch. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have a copy of the Bureau of the Budget’s direc- 
tive ? 

Colonel Person. No, sir. As you know, we are not allowed to com- 
ment on the budgetary matters until after the President releases the 
budget. However, I do happen to have a news item originating in 
Washington last Wednesday, written by Lois Laycook, which states 
that an administration spokesman disclosed there would be a limita- 
tion of $275 million for completing all new starts in the 1957 budget. 
I have no reason to doubt the statement of Mr. Laycook. 

Mr. Jonrs. Of, course, you would not know what the Chief of the 
Corps of Engineers transmits to the Bureau of the Budget in the way 
of requests for appropriation, would you, Colonel ? 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. I would. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you know whether or not there was any transmittal 
of that to the Bureau of the Budget? 

Colonel Person. I am afraid, sir, I am barred from commenting on 
that point. I know, but I cannot tell you until the budget message 
is released. 

Mr. Jonrs. You said earlier, I believe, that you were not familiar 
with the circular referred to by other witnesses, issued by the Bureau 
of the Budget ? 

Colonel Person. That is correct, sir. I have not seen it. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. You have not seen it ? 

Colonel Person. No, sir. In fact, I do not even know that there 
isone. The criteria may have been oral. I do not know whether they 
were oral or written. 

Mr. Liescoms. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lirscome. What is the usual policy for an organization such 
as the Cumberland Valley Association when they want to submit 
something such as they did to the Bureau of the Budget? Do they 
usually come to you first and submit those facts for your submission 
to the Chief of Engineers and then on up the line ? 

Colonel Person. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Was this done in this case ? 

Colonel Person. I do not know. It would have been done with 
Colonel Dorland. 

Colonel Dortanp. They came to us and asked what our cost-benefit 
ratios were that were worked up—the same thing as the allocations 
and annual benefits. We gave them those as a piece of public informa- 
tion which is available to anyone who asks such questions. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do they usually submit their brief to you? 

Colonel Dortanp. There is no necessity for their doing that. Nat- 
urally, they operate on their own figures which they produce and 
work up. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you make recommendations to the Chief of the 
Corps of Engineers ? 

Colonel Dortanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You could have, or it is possible that you could 
have recommended to the Corps of Engineers that this lower Cumber- 
land project appropriation be made ? 
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Colonel Dortanv. That is possible. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonrs. You could not recommend to the Chief of the Corps of 
Engineers that just the navigation features be constructed without 
referring the whole project to him, as authorized under existing 
statute ; could you? 

Colonel Person. No, sir. The Chief could not do that. 

Colonel Dortanp. We operate under the directives of the Congress, 
as you gentlemen know very well, and we report on the projects which 
Congress directs us to report on. In the case of the lower Cumber- 
land such report would include the three purposes for which Con- 
gress authorized us to investigate and plan the project. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman, I do not quite remember the testi- 
mony of the previous witness, but it was my understanding that they 
testified that they came to the Corps of Engineers and you told them 
something to the effect that you could not look into it because of the 
$25 million limitation, or something to that effect? 

Colonel Person. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I had assumed he had reference to the Chief of the 
Corps of Engineers and not to the engineers here. Your transmittal 
is to the Chief of the Corps, and the Chief of the Corps, subject to 

our recommendation, may or may not transmit to the Bureau of the 
udget the project that you recommend. 

Colonel Person. I may say for the record, we consider the lower 
Cumberland project a very highly important and a very worthy 
project. 

Mr. Lrpscoms. Did you give the Cumberland Valley Association any 
advice in any fashion at all? 

Colonel Dortanp. We gave them the information as to the benefits 
as we computed them. 

Mr. Lirscoms. But you did not give them any advice on how to 
handle their presentation ? 

Colonel Doruanp. In their presentation before Congress each group 
organization operates on its own methods, based upon their own 
experiences. 

Mr. Liescoms. That is all. 

Mr. Jonrs. Colonel, before this project was authorized you held a 
public hearing in which the States and municipalities and chambers 
of commerce, and every public institution or private institution that 
came to your attention were notified that you had a survey which was 
being considered, and you asked them to testify and appear for or 
against the project. Is that not correct, sir? 

Colonel Dortanp. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Where did you hold that public hearing ? 

Colonel Dortanv. A number of public hearings were held, Mr. 
Chairman. They were held before my time in general, although some 
have been—I have held one in Princeton. . 

Mr. Jones. Did Colonel Pence hold those hearings? 

Colonel Dortanp. I believe Colonel Pence did at various locations 
in the valley. 

Mr. Jones. After that hearing and after the report was submitted 
by the division engineers and transmitted as a Sabie document by the 
Secretary of the Army to the respective legislative committees, or 
before it went to the respective legislative committees, it went before 
the Rivers and Harbors Board, did it not ? 
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Colonel Dortanp. That is correct. 
Mr. Jones. There they held another public hearing as to the eco- 
nomic justification and made a review of the entire project before the 
Rivers and Harbors Board. Is that not correct? 

Colonel Dortanp. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. The published recommendations of the Rivers and Har- 
bors Board then became a public document on the project, and they 
are referred to in its transmittal and in its comments. Is that not 
correct ¢ 

Colonel Dortanv. There is a letter from the Secretary of the Army 
to the Congress, giving their recommendations. 

Mr. Jones. And the various aspects of the project are discussed in 
the report of the Secretary ? 

Colonel Dortanp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And all affected agencies, such as the Federal Power 
Commission, which either concurs in or dissents from the amount that 
the total cost bears in comparison to electric-energy production. Is 
that correct ? 

Colonel Dorianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonzs. So all the agencies of the Federal Government affected 
have been consulted, and then it becomes public information that you 
transmit to the Congress, with a request for authorization. Is that 
correct ? 

Colonel Dortanp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Then after the project is authorized, the Bureau of the 
Budget holds further public hearings, if it so desires, with those peo- 
ple who are mate or interested for or against the project. Is 
that so? 

Colonel Dortanp. I do not know that they hold hearings, but I 
understand they will accept meetings with people who are interested 
in the project. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. And it has been a practice of the Bureau of the Budget 
always to invite people who come in and testify on the project ? 

Colonel Dortanp. I understand it has been. 

Mr. Jones. Does the Bureau of the Budget under existing law have 
the authority or the right to change any portion of a project because 
they think that they have the right to change the law? 

Colonel Doruanp. I think that is a little out of my province, Mr. 
Chairman, if I must say so. I think this is a question of law which 
is better interpreted by yourselves than by me. However, I know of 
no such law which does that. There are many I do not know of, 
however. 

Mr. Jones. Are you of the opinion that if the Bureau of the Budget 
insists on turning over the power features of the lower Cumberland 
project, it would be necessary to obtain an amendment to existing 
legislation ? 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. The Chief of the Corps of Engineers definitely has that 
opinion ? 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Therefore any desire on the part of anybody in the 
Federal Government to transfer any of that property to anybody 
other than a Federal agency would be a conflict with existing law? 
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Colonel Person. It would definitely require legislation, sir, before 
it could be done. There is no question about it. 

Mr. Jones. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. May I go back to your statement on page 4 where 
you referred to the importance of an assured water supply to the con- 
tinued growth of the national economy. 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lipscoms. You say that the problem dictates that “* * * no 
storage reservoir should be built by any agency without the specific 
inclusion of water supply or low flow regulation storage as a funda- 
mental project function * * *” What is the significance of that 
statement ? 

Colonel Person. I feel that we would be grossly stupid if we built 
a flood-control reservoir in such a manner as to preclude later storage 
for low flow regulation in the valley where the dam was built. In 
other words, if we preempted a site which is suitable for the storage 
of water and if we so constructed our reservoir and our dam as to 
— the use of that site for water storage, then I think we would 

e committing a most serious blunder. That is exactly what we will 
probably have to do in some cases under existing law and policy. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You will have to build some without that. 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirescoms. You say “by any agency.” Are there other agencies 
that build dams of the type we are talking about ? 

Colonel Prerson. Oh, yes. The Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Department of Agriculture are getting into the small watershed dam 
proposition. 

Mr. Lirscoms. In recommendation No. 6 of the Hoover Commission 
report they recommend that construction of headwater dams in the 
flood-control program of the Soil Conservation Service be transferred 
to the Corps of Engineers. Would these headwater dams come under 
the statements you have made on page 4? 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Liescoms. In other words, any change in policy through legisla- 
tion or otherwise should also include the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Soil Conservation Service ? 

Colonel Person. I feel that it should. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Liescoms. How big are some of these headwater dams? 

Colonel Person. I understand that the largest one would be not 
larger than 5,000 acre-feet of storage. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Jones. That was written in the 1953 act. 

Colonel Person. Yes,sir. Inthe Hope-Aiken bill. 

Mr. Lirscoms. That is the largest ? 

Colonel Person. Yes. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Then if they are larger do they automatically come 
to the Corps of Engineers? 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Does the Corps of Engineers do the flood-control 
work on the TVA ? 

Colonel Person. When the Cairo gage reaches a height of 51 feet 
then we have the right to control the releases from TVA. I may say 
that that arrangement has worked out perfectly well from our view- 
point. There has been the most complete cooperation by TVA in 
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that respect. In other words, when the Cairo gage hits 51 then we 
have the right to tell them how much water they can release from 
their dams. They have never questioned that authority and have co- 
operated completely. There is very, very close and friendly relation- 
ship between our people and their people. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Is the same true in navigation ? 

Colonel Person. We operate and maintain the navigation structures. 

Mr. Liescoms. Thank you. 

Colonel Dortanp. Some of that is covered in this testimony here, 
Mr. Congressman, which is more detailed as to how we operate. 

Mr. Lirescoms. I thought we had finished. 

Colonel Dortann. This seems to be a little anticlimactic. 

Mr. Reuss. Colonel Dorland, are you going to discuss further the 
question of the Cairo gage going to 51 feet, and its effect on TVA? 
If not, I want to ask a question now. 

Colonel Dortanp. No, sir. I was not except I want to tie it in with 
the overall flood-control plan for the Tennessee and Cumberland 
Rivers. 

Mr. Reuss. Before we leave that subject then, what is the effect of 
the Corps of Engineers requesting that TVA regulate its water release 
when the Cairo gage hits 51 feet? Does that affect the generation of 
electricity at that particular time? 

Colonel DorLanp. Yes, to some extent. But by the time that con- 
dition will have existed, Kentucky Reservoir, which is the lowest 
in the system on the Tennessee, and which has the final control on 
the Tennessee River just before discharging into the Ohio—by that 
time the tail water from the Ohio will become so high on the power- 
house at Kentucky Dam and the lower Tennessee as to make net 
generation a very problematical matter anyhow. You would have 
lost generation because of the water coming up on the low side of the 
turbine. When you get high water on either of these two rivers, you 
lose generating capacity because of the fact that when your tail 
water comes up you drown out your turbine, and you get a loss in the 
net effective head. 

Mr. Reuss. I think you said TVA has been able to comply with 
your request in regard to flood control without serious detriment to 
its other functions. 

Colonel Dortanp. That is correct. But under the terms of the 
operation for flood control on the Tennessee, Ohio and Mississippi 
River systems, at such time as the gage at Cairo hits 51 feet on a 
rising stream, then flood control becomes paramount. Therefore it 
is governing over all other regulation of the stream. So even though 
there were an economic loss to TVA in generation, the flood control 
at that time is the thing which is governing in the regulation of all 
of the streams and tributaries on the Ohio River, and therefore it 
overrides all other considerations. 

Mr. Reuss. I realize that, but I think your testimony is to the effect 
that so far at least obeying that overriding flood control consideration 
has not resulted in substantial economic loss due to curtailment of 
the other functions of TVA. Is that correct ? 

Colonel Dortanp. That is a correct statement. 

Mr. Reuss. So far. 

Mr. Jones. All right, Colonel. You may proceed with your state- 
ment. 
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Colonel Dortann. I am Col. Gilbert M. Dorland, district engineer 
of the Nashville district, Corps of Engineers, United States Army. 
The district embraces the watersheds of the Cumberland and Tennes- 
see Rivers, and includes portions of seven States—Kentucky, Ten- 
nessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia. 
The larger portion of our efforts, insofar as comprehensive water 
resources developments are concerned, is devoted to the Cumberland 
River Basin, which lies in Kentucky and Tennessee, although we do 
maintain and operate the navigation facilities on the Tennessee River 
In accordance with existing law, and have certain flood-control fune- 
tions of limited scope within that basin. In order to show you a 
specific example as to how the Corps of Engineers has proceeded to 
develop the major water resources of a basin, I shall describe for you 
the improvement program for the Cumberland River Basin. 

Before I proceed, however, 1 should like to note that Colonel 
Person, division engineer, Ohio River division, has already indicated 
to you the needs of a national water resources policy and in broad 
outline given to you the procedures followed by the Corps of Engineers 
on watershed development. He has also indicated to you the plans 
for the Ohio River Basin and how the Cumberland River Basin fits 
into that general plan. My remarks, as I have stated, are confined 
to the Cumberland River Basin, which is my primary responsibility. 

The Cumberland River has been under improvement by the Corps 
of Engineers since 1832. The emphasis, however, until recent years 
has been centered upon the improvement of the navigation facilities. 
Under the old program, the river was canalized by a series of low- 
lift locks and dams which met the needs of the then-existing com- 
merce. The structures, however, have become obsolescent. Following 
passage of the 308 report authorizations, a comprehensive plan for 
the Cumberland River Basin was prepared and the results published 
as House Document No. 38, 73d Congress. Under restrictive Federal 
policy existing at that time, however, Federal participation was rec- 
ommended only for certain minor improvements for navigation. The 
Flood Control Act of 1938 authorized a comprehensive plan for con- 
trol of floods within the Ohio River Basin. Included therein and 
authorized for construction were six reservoirs within the Cumber- 
land River Basin. Through the River and Harbor Act of 1946 and 
in accordance with the recommendations contained in House Docu- 
ment No. 761, 79th Congress, a comprehensive plan was authorized 
tor the Cumberland River Basin, including the 6 reservoirs contained 
in the 1938 act. This plan is the one with which we are concerned 
today with certain modifications as authorized in other congressional 
acts. 

The basic plan for the major resources development is composed of 
11 water-control projects. A colored chart showing these structures 
is appended at the close of this statement. At the present time, three 
of the major headwater reservoirs—Wolf Creek, Dale Hollow, and 
Center Hill—have been completed and are in operation for the pri- 
mary purposes of flood control and the generation of hydroelectric 
power, but they also provide other important benefits with which I 
shall deal later. 

Under construction are the Old Hickory project just above Nash- 
ville, Tenn., and the Cheatham project below Nashville, both for the 
primary purposes of navigation and hydroelectric power production. 
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These two projects are well underway with completion expected within 
the next 2 years. The lower Cumberland project, for navigation, flood 
control, and power, near the mouth of the Cumberland River, is cur- 
rently in a planning stage with the view toward early initiation of 
construction, dentate of course, upon the appropriation of nec- 
essary funds. An interesting feature of this project is an intercon- 
necting canal to the Tennessee River (Kentucky Reservoir) which 
provides an interchange of water and a shortened navigation channel. 

Two other ee ane Carthage and Celina above Nashville, will 
complete the chain of projects proposed along the main stream and 
will give complete development from the mouth to Cumberland Falls, 
a distance of some 560 miles. 

Authorized, but not yet under construction, are the Stewarts Ferry 
project on the Stones River, Three Islands Reservoir on the Harpeth, 
and Rossview on the Red River. Incidentally, the Stewarts Ferry 
project is the key toward more reliable flood control for our local 
community of Nashville and downstream areas. 

Rounding out the plan are four headwater reservoirs above Wolf 
Creek Dam, which as yet have not been authorized, but are recognized 
as important elements of the basin plan to be constructed at later 
date providing project economics so warrant. In addition to these 
major control structures, a local protection project has been con- 
structed and an extension authorized at Middlesboro, Ky., and local 
protection projects are currently underway at Pineville and Barbour- 
ville, Ky., on the upper Cumberland River. Several of the other 
tributary areas have been authorized for study as to the possibility 
of local flood improvements. Statistics of the plan and other data 
are contained in the attached exhibit. 

The scope and complexity of the plan can be partially visualized 
by reference to the estimated costs. For those projects completed, 
under construction or authorized, the total Federal cost, at today’s 
peioee, will be $534,100,000. Through fiscal year 1956, $223,700,000 

ave been appropriated, leaving $310,400,000 to complete the work 
as currently proposed. 

In accordance with the policy of the Corps of Engineers, the proj- 
ects have been analyzed as to their individual economic merits, with 
the costs weighed against the anticipated benefits. In each case, the 
tangible monetary benefits are in excess of the costs. In evaluating 
the benefits, credit is taken only for those upon which a definite value 
can be assigned. 

For example, the flood-control benefits credited are composed of 
estimated damages ee and improved earning power of the 
areas to be protected. The navigation benefits are derived from im- 

roved operating conditions to be obtained by the shippers, dif- 
erential in transportation charges to be paid by the receivers of 
waterway-adapted commodities, and reduced maintenance and oper- 
ating charges on existing structures. The benefits used from the 
ne of hydroelectric power are those as assigned by the Federal 

ower Commission, the agency designated to make the Slsatighion 
of the power values. 

In addition to the primary benefits from flood control, navigation, 
and power, I should like to point out that substantial corollary benefits 
accrue to the projects. Low flow regulation of the stream improves 
the water supply available to the downstream communities and has 
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a beneficial effect on the reduction of the pollution content of the 
waterway. Of primary importance to the local and regional welfare 
are the recreational values that are attached to the large bodies of 
clear water. Although these benefits are not utilized in the economic 
analysis, they are quite large. For instance, nearly 4 million persons 
are reported to have visited the completed projects during the calendar 
year 1954. Millions of dollars have been invested by the public about 
the reservoirs for recreational developments and in sporting equip- 
ment. The income derived from these activities has been an impor- 
tant factor in improving the standards of living in those areas and 
has offset the disruptions that necessarily resulted from construction 
of the projects. The total business transactions in 1954 at the three 
major reservoir areas have been estimated at $23 million. The value 
of such business has been increasing steadily since the impoundments 
were made, with indications that the growth will continue. 

I should not like to infer that all of the improvements have been 
the results solely of work by the Corps of Engineers. In all of our 
planning and management of the project, full use is made of the 
services and technical know-how of other Federal, State, and local 
agencies concerned with water resources problems. For instance, our 
work is coordinated fully with the fish and wildlife interests to assure 
that the maximum public benefits are obtained from this source. As 
an example of how this coordination has promoted conservation of 
fish and wildlife, the reservoirs each year are so regulated during the 
spring months as to promote suitable water conditions for the spawn- 
ing of fishes. Releases are also made from the reservoirs during low- 
flow periods to maintain the proper habitat for cold-water species 
below the impoundments. Continuing studies are made of fish and 
game populations and encouragement is given to wildlife interests 
to provide improved habitat for wildlife. 

ur management program is coordinated with the activities of the 
United States Soil Conservation Service and the United States Forest 
Service to preserve and improve Federal lands bordering the reser- 
voirs and in the tributary watersheds. Large areas have been made 
available to the State agencies and to local groups for public parks, 
game refuges, and group camps, in order that the outdoor recrea- 
tional values of the impoundments may be realized by as large a seg- 
ment of the public as is possible. In all of our management practices, 
the primary objective is to assure the greatest maximum sustained 
benefit to the public from the reservoirs. Technical assistance is 
made available at all times to the participating groups in promoting 
and enhancing the value of their developments. 

You may be interested to know the disposition that is made of the 
power generated by our Cumberland River projects. Owing to the 
proximity of the Cumberland River to the Tennessee River, it was 
logical that the output be integrated into the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority’s transmission system. In accordance with outstanding law, 
the Southeastern Power Administration is charged with the arrange- 
ments for the sale of power. In following this concept, the SEPA 
has consummated an agreement with the TVA for the sale of the 
power from Corps of Engineers project. The generation schedules 
are fitted into the needs of the TVA system and releases made in 
accordance with system demands. Adequate control is maintained, 
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however, by the Corps of Engineers, to assure that other purposes 
are adequately served. 

All moneys collected by SEPA from TVA as well as our other 
revenues, are covered into the United States Treasury. Operation 
and maintenance funds for the projects are obtained from the Con- 
gress each year through regular budgeting procedures. 

Availability of water for releases and other regulation procedures 
are based on hydrologic data obtained for immediate use from our own 
special collection centers, together with supplemental information 
obtained from the Weather Bureau, the TVA, and the Geological 
Survey. In turn, our data are furnished those agencies for their use 
and for their permanent records. Funds are transferred to the 
Weather Bureau and the Geological Survey for stations in which we 
have an interest in connection with operation of the projects. All 
the collected material is complementary, and no duplication of effort 
and expense is involved. 

I believe it is pertinent to mention how the existing projects have 
functioned to provide the benefits anticipated in the original authoriz- 
ing documents. It is estimated that since construction, flood damages 
in the amount of $8 million have been averted within the Cumberland 
River Basin alone. As recently as March 1955, the city of Nashville 
was saved some $3,600,000 through operation of the three headwater 
reservoirs. The continuing expansion of this community is partial 
evidence of the value of protection now being afforded. The growth 
of this area and the region surrounding it is also reflected in the abun- 
dance of electric power available. Navigation is a thriving industry 
along the river with further increases expected when the full improve- 
ment plan is a reality. No shortages of water supply at the com- 
munities along the improved streams are to be expected by virtue of 
the controlled releases, and pollution problems will be greatly reduced. 

As you may have noted, the plan of the Corps of Engineers for the 
Cumberland River Basin that I have briefly presented is concerned 
with the development of the major resources of the basin. Our inter- 
est, however, does not stop here. We also are concerned with all 
phases of development within the watershed and their effects upon 
the major improvements. The Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act of 1954 directs the Department of Agriculture to investi- 
gate the flood-producing potentialities of small watersheds and pro- 
vide necessary measures for their prevention where economically 
justified. The Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service 
are fully coordinating their efforts in furthering this program. 

In keeping with the intent of Congress and the spirit of the Presi- 
dent’s Executive Order No. 10584 implementing the act, agreements 
between our agencies and the States have been consummated. These 
agreements provide that all elements be given the opportunity to 
express their interest in each watershed under study, to exchange 
information and to cooperate in the studies when desired. All the 
agencies are given the opportunity to work together at all stages of 
the investigation, from the time of application for assistance, through 
the development of the final work plan. 

To date, the Nashville District has cooperated with the Soil Con- 
servation Service in reviewing and commenting on a number of 
watershed applications from the States of Alabama, Kentucky, North 
Carolina, and Tennessee, and has been represented in several field 
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reconnaissance examinations. In addition, we have furnished perti- 
nent available information to the work parties. 

Thank you for the opportunity of presenting to you a résumé of 
the plan for the integrated development of the Cumberland River 
Basin. I feel that the plan is well conceived, utilizes to the best 
advantage the potentialities of the major water resources, and pro- 
vides the public a sustained, economic benefit. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Colonel. We have had two 
excellent statements. 

Now I would like to go back to the most recent modification of 
the authorization contained in the 1953 act. 

Colonel Person. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I have here for insertion in the record a copy of Public Law 780 
of the 83d Congress, 2d session, section 101 of which authorizes the 
lower Cumberland project in accordance with the report from the 
Chief of Engineers published as Senate Document 81, 83d Congress, 
2d session. A copy of that report is also provided for the record. 

(An excerpt from the document referred to follows :) 

Cumberland River, Kentucky and Tennessee: Senate Document Numbered 81, 
‘ighty-third Congress ; and a monetary authorization not to exceed the estimated 
cost of the Dover and Eureka dams as described in House Document Numbered 
761, Seventy-ninth Congress, “Cumberland River and its tributaries, Tennessee 
and Kentucky”, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, is 
hereby authorized to be expended for partial accomplishment of the project 
hereby approved : Provided, That such authorization shall include the acquisition 
of lands necessary for wildlife purposes as outlined in said Senate Document 
Numbered 81; 

Mr. Jones. Would any members of the committee like to examine 
those documents before we excuse tlie colonels ? 

Colonel Person. Mr. Chairman, I have also the original 1946 au- 
thorization for the lower Cumberland Dam project, but you are not 
interested in that, I assume. 

Mr. Jones. We will include that by reference, if you will designate 
it to the reporter. 

Colonel Person. Yes, sir. That is Public Law 525, 79th Congress, 
2d session, approved July 24, 1946, authorizing a plan for the develop- 
ment of the lower Cumberland which differed in that it was a low-dam 
plan, from the 1945 authorized project. That report was House 
Document 761, 79th Congress, 2d session. 

You do not want that included in the record ? 

Mr. Jones. No. Just by reference. But we did want to insert 
a copy of the public law including the recent authorization and modi- 
fication of the project. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Colonel, do Dale Hollow, Center Hill, and Wolf 
Creek all have hydroelectric installations ? 

Colonel Dortanp. Yes, sir. They do. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Can you expain how it operates now? It is sold 
to Southeastern Power Administration ? 

Colonel Dortanp. Southeastern Power Administration has a book- 
keeping transaction. 

Mr. Lirscoms. And then what happens? 

Colonel Dortanp. They sell it to TVA and TVA at the end of 
the year computes the payment, or Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion presents a bill to TVA, and TVA gives a check to the Treasurer 
of the United States for the value of the power generated. It operates 
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as a matter of measurement on the cubic feet of water released, but 
that is merely a matter of the mechanics of the agreement. 

Mr. Lrescoms. Does Southeastern Power Administration run the 
powerhouse ? 

Colonel Dortanp. No, sir. It is run by the Corps of Engineers and 
employees of the Nashville district. The dispatch, because of system 
dispatch operations, operates out of the TVA dispatch center at 
Chattanooga, with a subdispatch office here in Nashville. They are 
connected to the powerhouse with microwave carrying telephone cir- 
cuits on the high-tension lines, and within the terms of the basic agree- 
ment between the Corps of Engineers and TVA as to quantities of 
water at different stages of the reservoir, which operate on a seasonal- 
type basis, we go ahead and dispatch power to fit into our system 
operation. ‘The computation is made at the end of the year and the 
check is written to the Treasurer. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Is the computation made at the end of the year or is 
it on a firm contract? 

Colonel DortAnp. Excuse me. There is now a minimum firm 
contract. 

Mr. Lirscoms. What is the power worth that is produced at those 
three dams? Do you have any idea? 

Colonel Dortanv. You mean in dollars? I have a computation here 
which shows the power data, if you would like it. For example, Wolf 
Creek’s revenues, received from Wolf Creek in fiscal year 1952, show 
the gross revenue was $1,790,500; fiscal year 1953, $1,125,000; fiscal 
year 1954, which was one of the lowest or driest years of record in this 
whole part of the country, $857,100. In fiscal year 1955, $2,083,000. 

I have those figures for the other projects, if you would like them. 

Mr. Lrescoms. Is that what TVA paid for it? 

Colonel Dortann. That is what TVA paid for it. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any further questions ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Colonel Dortanp. Thank you, sir. 

Colonel Person. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I would like to call back to the stand Mr. C. M. Ever- ; 
hart. st 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF C. M. EVERHART, PRESIDENT, CUM- i 
BERLAND VALLEY ASSOCIATION, AND EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI- 
DENT, CUMBERLAND RIVER SAND & GRAVEL CO. 


Mr. Everhart, I have prepared a telegram to be directed to the Hon- 
orable Sherman Adams, Assistant to the President. I want you to 
pay particular attention to what I have said in this telegram, because 
I want to see if it is correct. I do not want to present any request to 
Mr. Adams or anybody else unless it is factually correct. I am going 
to read it to you and I am going to hand it to you: 

Testimony presented at subcommittee hearing today discloses shocking effort 3 
by Bureau of Budget to impose a private utility veto on congressionally author- 
ized multipurpose project on lower Cumberland River in Kentucky. Testimony 
came from Charles M. Everhart, Nashville, Tenn., executive vice president of 
the Cumberland River Sand & Gravel Co. In company with other citizens, Mr. 
Everhart was told in Washington, on October 19, by Budget Bureau official iden- 
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tified as either Mr. Schwartz, Rappaport, or Schad that they would have a much 
better case for the Cumberland project if they could get the Kentucky Utilities 
Co. to take over the power features of the proposed dam. The witness added 
that the Bureau official said only a token payment from the Kentucky Utilities 
was necessary. This outrageous flouting of the will of Congress is most repre- 
hensible. It is a bargain-counter sale of public property that departs radically 
from established Federal policy. It should be the subject of immediate inquiry 
by the Office of the President. I urge you to bring a quick halt to such solicita- 
tions by the Bureau of the Budget. 

I have signed it, with a copy to be sent to Congressman Earl Chudoff, 
chairman of the Subcommittee Investigating the Power Policy of the 
Federal Government. 

Is that correct ? 

Mr. Evernart. I would like to see the telegram, please. 

Mr. Chairman, I appeared up there solely in the position of presi- 
dent of the Cumberland Valley Association. All the testimony which 
I presented, which is this document here, was presented on behalf of 
the Cumberland Valley Association. I notice you have my business 
connection here. I think that it might be better if that were changed. 

Mr. Jones. Will the clerk of the committee get the telegram and 
make that change? Now go through it carefully, Mr. Everhart. 

Mr. Evernart. I would like to have included, Mr. Chairman, where 
ou say, “if they could get the Kentucky Utilities Co.,” I would like to 
ave inserted there, “or other private utilities.” 

Mr. Jones. The clerk will make a note of that and insert it at that 

point in the telegram. 

Mr. Evernart. In regard to the sentence which reads, “The witness 
added that the Bureau official said only a token payment from Ken- 
tucky Utilities was necessary.” I do not believe the record will show 
that I said exactly that. The conversation went something like this: 
That if we could interest some private utilities or the Kentucky Utili- 
ties to take over the power features—and my understanding by intima- 
tion was to take over the complete facilities for hydroelectric genera- 
tion. 

Now, nothing was said about who would pay for that initial capital 
investment, They did say then, “and pay the Government a nominal 
fee for the water which had been stored to drive those hydroelectric 
generators.” 

I believe that this particular sentence here indicates that the Bureau 
officials said only a token payment from Kentucky Utilities was nec- 
essary. 

Mr. Jones. That is in error? 

Mr. Evernart. Yes, sir; I think it is, because there was really no 
prolonged discussion over any method of taking over a portion of the 
capital investment ; or whether that would just be turned over to them 
and let them construct it; or whether the Government would construct 
it and then exact some funds from them. The words that I used were, 
“then they would expect a nominal payment for the use of the water.” 

Mr. Jones. Then that is subject to interpretation which you are not 
sure about ? 

Mr. Evernart. That is exactly correct. 

Mr. Jones. Which you are not sure as to the meaning of and there- 
fore it should not be included as a part of that telegram ? 

Mr. Evernart. The term “nominal payment” which was used was 
in reference to the future use of the water which had been stored in a 
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facility built by the Federal Government to drive the hydroelectric 
generators. That was my interpretation of that particular part of it. 
1 certainly want to get this straight. 

Mr. Jones. You had better not try to interpret what the Bureau of 
the Budget people said. 

Mr. Evernart. That is exactly what we do not want to do. 

Mr. Jonss. So, therefore, I do not think it would be proper to make 
a charge against those people there for any nominal or stated consider- 
ation for the use by the utility, and therefore it should not be a part 
of it. You are interpreting what you think they might have meant 
= it would not, in my opinion, be a justification for making that 
allegation. 

Mr. Evernart. No, sir. I certainly do not want to do that, and 
that is the reason why there was no prolonged discussion on the capital 
part of this transaction. 

Mr. Liescoms. Was there any prolonged discussion on anything 
you have told us about this conference you have had? 

Mr. Evernart. I certainly think so. 

Mr. Lipscoms. I mean on this particular part. I do not mean 
on the valid part of the conference you had with them and the brief 
you were submitting on the part of the Cumberland Valley Association. 

Mr. Evermart. T stated the substance of the conversation. I will 
be glad to restate it. 

Mr. Jones. Before you get into it, Mr. Lipscomb, let me say this: 
I want to get that provision out where the change is suggested, and 
1 want the telegram referred back to the witness in order that we 
can have the corrected portion read so that it actually alleges what 
transpired at that meeting. 

Mr. Lipscoms. I do not know what the policy of the subcommittee 
chairman is, but if we are making allegations against the Bureau 
of the Budget and we are going to oe testimony from them, would 
it not be well to swear the witness? 

Mr. Jones. I think it would certainly be unfair to make any alle- 
gations about the Bureau of the Budget except upon the basis of the 
testimony given by this witness. It is not the allegation of the chair- 
man of the committee, nor the committee, that what is alleged by 
the witness is true. It is based upon a statement he has made here 
which I asked to be the subject of inquiry by the assistant to the 
President, because the Bureau of the Budget is an arm of the Presi- 
dent. Therefore this is requesting him to make inquiries as to whether 
or not these facts actually took place, with a further petition that 
if they did take place they be remedied, because it is certainly a 
solicitation by the Bureau of the Budget to have an illegal act com- 
mitted for the purpose of securing what could not be obtained through 
any lawful procedure. 

Certainly we do not intend to defer water resources development 
to suit the convenience, the profit, the pleasure and the joy of a private 
utility company. Therefore I think it should be a subject of inquiry, 
and I feel that if this is found to be true, Mr. Adams, I am sure 
will correct the situation and see that it does not become a policy of 
the Government or the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Evernart. Mr. Chairman, I would like to reiterate that—— 

Mr. Jones. Just a moment. Off the record, 

(Discussion off the record.) 








Y . ee sy "Ss . ECU Yr a 


a 


’ 





BENE SOREL SESS 5 Se 5 


diate tied 


RE ~~ 2 


ee 


Bore eae > 


ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 751 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Clerk, you will change the telegram to be directed 


to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget rather than to the 
Assistant to the President. 


Mr. Strurvevant. Mr. Rowland Hughes. 

Mr. Jones. Now read the telegram into the record at this point 
as corrected by the witness, Mr. Everhart. 

Mr. Evernart. It reads: 


Testimony presented at subcommittee hearing today discloses shocking effort 
by Bureau of Budget to impose a private utility veto on congressionally author- 
ized multipurpose project on lower Cumberland River in Kentucky. Testimony 
came from Charles M. Everhart, Nashville, president of Cumberland Valley 
Association. In company with other citizens Mr. Everhart was told in Wash- 
ington, October 19, by Budget Bureau official identified as either Mr. Schwartz, 
Rappaport, or Schad, that they would have a much better case for the Cumber- 
land project if they could get the Kentucky Utilities Co. or other private utilities 
to take over the power features of the proposed dam. The witness added that 
the Bureau official said that it was expected that a nominal payment would be 
made to the utilities. 

The proper wording would be “charged to the utility,” would it 
not, or, “made by the utility”? 

Mr. Jonrs. “Charged to the utility.” 

Mr. Evernart. All right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Why doesn’t the court reporter read back what the 
gentleman testified to this morning, instead of enlarging on the testi- 
mony at this particular time? 

Mr. Jones. What I want to be sure of is not to make any charge to 
the Bureau of the Budget other than what is factually correct. That 
is the only reason I am having him go over it. I want him to be sure 
that what he says and the factual information disclosed in the tele- 
gram is what actually took place. 

Here is a copy of the formal testimony. 

Mr. Evernart. It is a little difficult to take somebody else’s words 
and relate them to what I said this morning. 

_ Lirscoms. Is the content any different than what you testified 
to! 

Mr. Evernart. There is certainly different wording to this extent. 
I believe I testified this morning, Mr. Reporter, that they told us 
that our project, the lower Cumberland project, would—after reading 
this I am getting confused myself. Just a minute, please. 

Well, of course, the wording can’t be testified to anyhow. There 
is no record. So substantially I suppose it is all right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I know, sir, but you are making an allegation which 
you want to stand behind. 

Mr. Evernart. I will stand behind it, and there are five other 
gentlemen who were present who can all be called, if necessary. If 
the committee would like to hear it, I can elaborate on how this dis- 
cussion came about that lead up to this particular statement on the 
part of the Bureau of the Budget officials. 

Mr. Jones. Let us have that information. 

Mr. Evernart. Mr. R. V. Green, who is executive secretary of the 
Paducah Association of Commerce, was designated before we went 
into the Bureau of the Budget, to discuss the power aspects. Each of 
us, of course, had taken a little part in the presentation. He got into 
his discussion of the power shortage in the lower Cumberland Valley, 
and how much they needed additional power at the present time. One 
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of the Bureau of the Budget officials raised some question that I do 
not recall now, and Mr. Cres informed the Bureau of the Budget 
officials that he knew all about private power companies because he 
was with Kentucky Utilities for 18 years. 

They in turn asked him if he thought that some private utilities 
could be interested in taking over the power generating facilities of 
this lower Cumberland project. Mr. Green stated that he didn’t think 
any private power company would be interested in taking it over 
because of the 135,000 kilowatt, I believe it is, output, or proposed 
output, of this particular project. He didn’t think any private power 
company would take it over on that basis. 

So then the remark was made that they thought we would certainly 
have a much better presentation for the start of our lower Cumber- 
land project if we could interest—that is exactly how it came about, 
and I think, if my testimony needs to be corroborated, as I say, there 
are five additional people who were there. 

Mr. Jones. Did that telegram state in substance what transpired? 

Mr. Evernart. In substance, yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. As corrected ? 

Mr. Everuarrt. As corrected. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Evernarr, And I will stand behind it. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Mr. Chairman, may we have the full telegram re- 
read as it now stands? 

Mr. Jones. The clerk will read the telegram as corrected. 

Mr. SrurpEevAntT. Telegram to the Honorable Rowland Hughes, 
Director, Bureau of Budget, Washington, D. C. 


Testimony presented at subcommittee hearing today discloses shocking effort 
by Bureau of Budget to impose a private utility veto on congressionally author- 
ized multipurpose project on lower Cumberland River in Kentucky. Testimony 
came from Charles M. Everhart, Nashville, president of Cumberland Valley As- 
sociation. In company with other citizens Mr. Everhart was told in Washington 
October 19 by Budget Bureau official identified as either Mr. Schwartz, Rappa- 
port or Schad, that they would have a much better case for the Cumberland 
project if they could get the Kentucky Utilities Co. or other private utilities to 
take over the power features of the proposed dam. The witness added that the 
Bureau official said it was expected that a nominal payment would be charged 
to the utility for the future use of water for hydroelectric generation. This out- 
rageous flouting of the will of Congress is most reprehensible. It is a bargain- 
counter sale of public property that departs radically from established Fed- 
eral policy. It should be the subject of immediate inquiry by the Office of the 
President. I urge you to bring a quick halt to such solicitations by the Bureau 
of the Budget. 


Signed Robert E. Jones, Member of Congress, chairman, Special 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power. 

A copy of this telegram is being sent to Congressman Earl Chudoff, 
of Pennsylvania, chairman of the subcommittee investigating power 
policies of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Jones. There is one more change to be made. “It should be the 
subject of immediate inquiry by your office,” instead of that by the 
Office of the President. 

Is there any further questioning of Mr. Everhart ? 

Mr. Reuss. Yes. You have just heard that telegram read, have 
you not? 

Mr. Evernarr. Yes. 

Mr. Reuss. Your answer is yes? 
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Mr. Evernart. Yes; I have. 
Mr. Reuss. Are the facts set forth in that telegram the truth, to the 
best of your knowledge and belief? 

Mr, Evernart. As to substance, yes, sir. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Was it Mr. Green who made the statement that a 
public utility company would not be interested ? 

r. Evernart. In his opinion, and based on his 18 years of experi- 

ence in the public utilities business. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. Did he state why ? 

Mr. Evernart. Because of the low kilowatt output of this particular 
project. 

Mrs. Grirrirus.. That it would not be profitable for them? 

Mr. Evernart. That is right. For the investment purely on a 
power basis. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Everhart. 

Our next witness is Mr. Paul Tidwell, Centerville, Tenn., manager 
of the Meriwether Lewis Electric Co-Op, and representing the Ten- 
nessee Valley Public Power Association. 


Allright, Mr. Tidwell. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL H. TIDWELL, MANAGER, MERIWETHER 
LEWIS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, CENTERVILLE, TENN., REPRE- 
SENTING THE TENNESSEE VALLY PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Tipwetxu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Paul H. Tidwell. I am manager of the Meriwether Lewis 
Electric Cooperative, Centerville, Tenn. I am the Tennessee director 
of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association and a member 
of the executive committee of the Tennessee Valley Public Power 
Association. I am representing this association, whose membership is 
composed of a majority of the 150 cooperative and municipal power 
distributors. 

I consider it an honor and a privilege to appear before your com- 
mittee on a subject that is so vital to all of the people of this region. 
The water resources and power report is so broad in scope that my 
remarks shall be brief and directed only to the questions of TVA 
and REA. 

Before I begin the discussion I should like to pay tribute to the 
members of the subcommittee who are sacrificing their time away from 
their constituents to carry on these hearings. I particularly want to 
say that the committee is very fortunate, and we are indeed happy, 
to have Congressman Bob Jones as chairman. He is our neighbor 
and our friend who is endeavoring to promote the welfare of the people 
of our country. 

I should like to discuss some of the reasons why the Hoover Com- 
mission is unfair to the welfare and the progress of our people. 

The Commission may have been empowered with authority to formu- 
late policies, but it has been my impression that its duties were to make 
recommendations on reorganization of the Government and to leave 
policymaking to the Congress. 

1. (a) We do not agree that public power generating systems should 
charge the same rates to their consumers as would private concerns. 

(b) We do not subscribe to the recommendation that the Federal 
Government should cease to build steam plants. 
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(c) Upstream flood control should remain a part of the Federal 
flood-control plan and be supported by appropriations. 

2. The whole concept of the report gives emphasis to profits rather 
than the low-cost power privileges and regional economies so well 
exemplified by the TVA program. 

3. The report completely ignores the right of people to generate their 
own power. It ignores the general welfare clause of the United States 
Constitution which gives the Congress the power to promote the gen- 
eral welfare of the people through large-scale reclamation, irrigation, 
and other internal improvements. 

4. Reference is made to the fact that the cost of TVA dams cost 
much more than their original estimates which were made as early 
as 1936. These were preliminary and the actual construction was 
carried out under rising material and labor costs that began to spiral 
upward shortly afterward. Underestimating is not limited to TVA, 
as exemplified by the Electric Bond & Share Co. construction at Pa- 
ducah, Ky. Not only was the cost much higher than estimated, al- 
though it was a firm bid and not an estimation, as in the case of TVA, 
but the delay in construction could have been disastrous had we been 
in a state of real emergency. 

5. The Hoover Commission’s report says, and I quote— 
that TVA should be required to secure capital for future improvements, when 
authorized by Congress, by issuing their own securities to the public without 
subordinating the present Federal investment, thus relieving the taxpayers of 
this burden, 

However, enough of the task force proposals are included in the 
report to hamstring TVA’s progress and to begin breaking it apart. 

The people of the Tennessee Valley want the TVA to remain whole. 
They believe that this can be accomplished through the self-financing 
plan that was submitted to the Bureau of the Budget by the Board 
of Directors of TVA. This plan was not one that was thought up 
after the President asked for a self-financing plan, but was one that 
has been in the discussion stages for nearly 4 years among the mem- 
bers of the TVA staff. We will not be satisfied with a mutilated com- 
promise of the original plan. 

We do not feel that TVA is a burden on the taxpayers of the Nation, 
but rather it is a national asset. It proved to be such during World 
War II and is continuing to supply power to AEC at tremendous 
savings. 

The yardstick rate which is being attacked by private power groups 
has brought to light the fact that when the costs of electricity are 
down where people can afford to use it, volume sales add to the profits. 

I would like to bring this in as a personal experience. 

This was demonstrated by the Tennessee Electric Power Co. when 
the TVA system came into being in 1933. The power company pro- 
moted the manufacture of a “TVA” model refrigerator, range, and 
water heater that sold for $79.50 each, installed. This was a price 
people could afford to pay even in the clutches of a depression. We 
hauled them out by the truckloads and peddled them from door to 
door. Every employee was a salesman. If the user couldn’t buy a 
water heater, we rented him one for $1.50 a month. The result of 
this activity was that the company began to sell more kilowatt- 
hours and each year, and in spite of rate reductions, made more 
profit than ever before. 
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This same thing has now been happening to the power systems 
that border the TVA area. The record shows that they have made 
more money, both gross and net, as a result of the yardstick rate. 
Their common stocks have made phenomenal increases as compared 
with those of companies farther away from the TVA and Bonneville 
areas. 

Municipal systems have generally had lower rates than those 
charged by the power companies that surround them. It is inter- 
esting to note that the power company usually has a standing offer 
to buy the municipal power system. 

America has always had public power agencies in these municipally 
owned systems. There were four of them as early as 1882 and today 
they number in the thousands. These public systems have always 
been financed with public credit and have never been called upon to 
pay income taxes. Municipalities owning their own power systems, 
or communities choosing public power, have had the option of buying 
power from a private system or asking the Federal Government to 
come in as a power partner. This was an extension of the community 
right to choose public power with public fixed charges, free of Federal 
income taxes because of their nonprofit nature. 

Today we feel that we have the same right to own (because we are 
paying for TVA with power revenues) and operate our power sys- 
tems, and it is no more contrary to our fundamental eccnomic system 
than it is for the Government to construct highways, operate the mail 
system, the public schools, public water systems, fire departments, or 
other public services. 

6. The Commission has no recommendations to offer in such impor- 
tant areas of water-resource development as fish and wildlife conserva- 
tion and recreation. Thousands of people from all over the Nation 
have enjoyed our fishing and recreation facilities made possible 
through the TVA resource development program. We do not believe 
private industry would develop and maintain these benefits. 

7. The Commission completely ignores the need for any further 
development of Federal power. There is every evidence that the 
Government should not only stay in the power field but should expand 
it to assure our Nation an adequate supply of power to meet defense 
needs. If we maintain an adequate reserve of generating capacity to 
meet these needs, it will not be necessary to grant tax amortization 
certificates to power companies in order to get them to build needed 
capacity. 

8. The Commission proposes to discontinue financing of rural elec- 
tric needs through the Rural Electrification Administration and to 
abolish the agency. This will certainly impose disaster upon the 
electric cooperatives who have built large distribution systems based 
upon the fact that adequate financing would be available at reasonable 
rates. The 2-percent rate that has been available will go to 4% per- 
cent if the recommendation is followed. This will bring to an end 
rural line construction and continued development of our rural elec- 
trification program. 

9. Federal power growth: According to the report it was only 
seven-tenths of 1 percent in 1933. In 1953 it was 12.4 percent. When 
all authorized construction is completed, the total will be 17 percent. 
I remember that before 1933, and while Mr. Hoover was President, 
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less than 2 percent of America’s farmers had electricity. The power 
companies said rural lines cost too much to build; that the farmers 
didn’t need electricity, and if they had it they couldn’t pay for it. 
The power companies were certainly correct in this assumption during 
Mr. Hoover’s term as President. 

This is another personal reference here. I was employed by the 
Tennessee Electric Power Co. for 11 years as a local manager prior 
to the acquisition of the power system by TVA in 1939. I was sub- 
jected to all of the reasons why the TVA was illegal, improper, im- 
moral, and shouldn’t be allowed to exist. The company told the local 
governing bodies of the towns and counties that the taxes paid by the 
company would be cut off if TVA took them over; that there was 
already more generating capacity than was needed; although I don’t 
remember any criticism about the power that was being purchased at 
Wilson Dam by the company at 2 mills and was being sold for 8 cents. 
They were told that the TVA power system would become so involved 
in politics that service would be terrible. 

Since the acquisition in 1939, I have served as manager of our coop- 
erative. We acquired the distribution from the power company which 
consisted of 132 miles of distribution line to serve approximately 
2,000 consumers in 5 counties. We have since added 1,460 miles of 
line and 8,950 additional user members. I am happy to report that 
our power system is nonpolitical, nonpartisan, and is taking its place 
along with the other 149 municipal and cooperative systems in pro- 
viding good electric service to the 4 million consumers in the TVA 
area. lam happy to report that the towns and counties are collecting 
several times as much tax as was paid by the former company. 

I often wonder if the 95 percent of our farmers that have electricity 
today would have ever had it if we had depended on the power com- 
panies to do the rural electrification job. Yes, the seven-tenths of 1 
percent of public capacity in 1933 has now grown to 12.4 percent in 
1953, but it has sordiemnnd miracles in our power economy, not only 
in its direct consumption, but by its effects on the rates on the power 
purchased by rural cooperatives over the Nation. 

In conclusion I would like to express my appreciation to the mem- 
bers of the subcommittee for the opportunity to make this appearance. 
On behalf of the distributors of TVA power, I would like to ask the 
subcommittee to recommend to the Congress that the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration be continued as it now exists, and that the self- 
financing plan for the Tennessee Valley Authority be approved as 
originally submitted by their Board of Directors. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Tidwell. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. On page 5, at the bottom of the page, you refer to the 
present rate of interest that you are paying as cooperatives. You 
say that the 2-percent rate that has been available will go up. From 
whom do cooperatives borrow their money ¢ 

Mr. Tipwetu. From REA generally. 

Mr. Lirscoms. From REA ? 

Mr. TipweE.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Liescoms. And you pay 2 percent ? 

Mr. Trowet. That is correct. 

Mr. Lirscoms. What makes you assume it will go to 414 percent if 
the recommendations of the Hoover Commission are followed ? 
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Mr. Tipwetu. That was the rate of interest that was recommended 
if the Rural Electrification Administration would be abolished and 
taken over by some other financing agency. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Did the Hoover Gonadianion recommend 414 percent ? 

Mr. Tipweti. That was my understanding. 

Mr. Liescoms. I do not know where they recommended 414 percent, 
but I was just taking note of your comments. 

Mr. Trpwe tt. I do not think I could give you the reference on it 
today, but I remember reading it. 

Mr. Lipscoms. It seems to me that the General Accounting Office 
and others have indicated that 3 percent would be the rate, or that 
3 percent is the rate which the Hoover Dam pays, and some others. 
I think you are paying that on the TVA, or that they are paying that 
on their bonds. 

Was there any other comment you wanted to make on specific 
Hoover Commission recommendations ? 

Mr. Tipwett. No, sir. I think not. I might say in reference to 
that, that I have read the dissent—the book that has been floating 
around here this morning—by Commissioner Chet Holifield. I cer- 
tainly concur in that dissent almost in its entirety. I think I can say 
that on behalf of most of the people in our organization. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Tidwell. It is good to have 
you today, sir. 

Mr. Tiowett. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. O. F. Minton, Jr. 

Mr. Wise. He is expected back about 4 o’clock. He was called out 
by reason of his wife’s illness. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Tom Catron, of Corbin, Ky., president, Upper 
Cumberland Valley Development Association. 

Weare glad to have you, Mr. Catron. 


STATEMENT OF TOM CATRON, CORBIN, KY., PRESIDENT, UPPER 
CUMBERLAND VALLEY DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Catron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. You may proceed. 

Mr. Catron. I am speaking as the president of the newly formed 
Upper Cumberland River Development Association. I am, I must 
say, brandnew in the business of promoting dams, and so is my asso- 
ciation. 

The Hoover Commission identified such groups as ours as pressure 

oups and implied that we are all bad, leading or pressuring the 

ongress and various Government agencies, or both, into what, in 
the opinion of the Commission, must have been repeated and serious 
errors of judgment. I donot share the Commission’s opinion. I feel 
strongly that, if there were no pressure groups operating on the 
popularly elected legislative and executive branches of the Govern- 
ment and Government’s administrative agencies, government for the 
benefit of the governed might cease to exist. Since that is really the 
expressed purpose of our form of government, I am not ashamed to say 
from the outset that I represent such a pressure group. 

The pressure is that of a region in the hills of southeastern Ken- 
tucky, one of the Nation’s depression areas, in the midst of a period 
of national prosperity. We want a dam on the Laurel River, one of 
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the tributaries of the Cumberland River. And after that one is well 
started we want another dam on the Rockeastle and two more on the 
Big South Fork and, perhaps later, a half a dozen flood control, stor- 
age, and power dams even farther up in the hills near the tips of half 
a dozen tributaries of the Cumberland. 

The first four dams I have mentioned are a part of the comprehen- 
sive plan of the Corps of Engineers for the Cumberland River. They 
have never been aiieataeh by Congress, but we are hopeful of getting 
Laurel authorized this year. Its cost will be from 25 to 30 million 
dollars, and the cost of all 4 will be about $100 million. And let me 
tell you, frankly, what that $100 million means to the people of south- 
eastern Kentucky. It means jobs; 10,000 to 15,000, if you count the 
number of people given employment indirectly when a big construc- 
tion project is underway. 

Our people, along with those of the New England States, are those 
the ake of the Government had in mind last week when they began 
to talk of a point 4 program for some areas. Corbin, the town where 
I have my automobile dealership, and the town whose mayor, Bob 
Daniel, is here with me, is on one edge of a vast area whose meat and 
bread was at one time soft-coal mining. If we were not living on the 
edge of this area and instead living right in the middle of it, I doubt 
if either of us would have had the price of a bus ticket down here. 
That is how bad things are in some sections of eastern Kentucky today. 
Several of our small rural counties have as many as 5,000 registered 
unemployed and little hope for a change in the jobless rolls. 

If you gentlemen or the entire Congress should go by the book of 
the Hoover Commission’s recommendations, I am afraid we would 
have to go to the bank and borrow $25 million as our share of 
$100 million worth of dams, before you would even listen to us. If 
you know anything about how the bottom has dropped out: of the 
economy of many sections of southeastern Kentucky, you know how 
much chance we would ever have of raising that amount of money. 

You also know what our chances would be of going to Kentucky 
Utilities and asking them to put up the $25 million for us. That 
would be nil. And, in addition to that, we don’t want to. Corbin 
owns its own power-distribution system. Nearby Barbourville owns 
its distribution. And several other towns and REA cooperatives own 
their distribution systems. If our towns are to have much hope of 
growing and if those cooperatives are to provide the increased power 
needed by their members, we have to have the first call on the power. 
I believe it is 360 million kilowatts a year that will be generated by 
these 4 dams. The power from Laurel Dam would start us off good, 
and our little towns would start growing and employ the thousands of 
jobless in our area. Our needs for power would soak up the power to 
be generated by all four of the dams by the time they are finished. 

I recognize that a majority of you gentlemen of the committee are 
Democrats, and I think I should tell you now that our area of eastern 
Kentucky is about the most Republican area, unless it could be east 
Tennessee, of any section of the South. But we don’t think it’s being 
either a Democrat or a Republican to ask for a dam. We think it’s 
good business for us, the future of our area, and highly important to 
the growth of these United States. 

I have traveled over east Tennessee for many years and have seen 
what a magnificent fresh start was given the people of that country 
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by the millions of dollars of Federal money spent in that territory 
ondams. That, back in 1933, was a depressed coal area too. 

The money that was spent there made money for everybody as it 
rolled over and over. It has created opportunities for new industry, 
higher standards of living, increased taxes for all Government agen- 
cies. Page 44, volume II, of the Hoover Commission report, reads: 

The nation gained $1 billion in income-tax collections from the Tennessee Val- 
ley States in 1953 alone as a result of the economic gains of that area following 
establishment of TVA. 

This was part of a dissenting opinion, but I am sure that, if it was 
wrong, someone would have hollered until it was corrected. 

One billion dollars a year in extra income taxes from a single region 
ean do a lot toward cutting down budget deficits. 

We don’t want TVA on the upper Cumberland; we want to leave 
our river in the good hands of the Army Corps of Engineers. But, 
we want them to be given the money to plan and design our dam, 
and later on our three other dams, and later on our half a dozen other 
dams. Then—and it will only take a few years—we will be able to 
pay some of this multiplying money back to Uncle Sam as additional 
income taxes and square ourselves for what the people of the rest of 
the country have spent on us, which up to now has been little. 

Then, looking at our situation another way, you might say this. We 
have already paid for our share of TVA’s costs. We are not griping 
about that. We simply want our economy to have the same shove 
so we can get up off our economic knees. 

We are, as I have said before, Republicans up in this territory, but 
we are commonsense Republicans and we recognize the long-term 
building value for a regional economy that comes from the construc- 
tion of a permanent harness for our now wasted resources. 

Now, in fact, they are worse than wasted. Unharnessed, they repre- 
sent to allofusaconstant danger. They are asource of floods. Every 
spring we look for the really big one that could knock us from our 

resent economic position, on our knees, flat to the ground. 

Lots of things have happened to change us from our once disinter- 
ested position about dams. Of course, the first and biggest, was the 
collapse of so much of the soft-coal industry. But what really has 
opened our eyes lately is what has happened to New England. While 
we do not have the ocean in front of us to throw heavy tides in on us, 
we do have the extra high rainfall of the Appalachian Mountains, 
which about once every 10 or 20 years can unload rains of regionwide 
cloudburst proportions. We prefer to see that rain caught up in 
reservoirs to be used and reused all the way down the 652-mile length of 
the Cumberland River. 

And, if you as Members of the Congress, will speak a good word for 
us, we will undertake to build for ourselves in our hills a flourishing 
new economy that will make you proud, and we will bind ourselves 
to pay Uncle Sam in new income taxes on our new incomes many times 
the amount of money the Congress will spend on this investment. 

Mr. Jones. That is an excellent statement, Mr. Catron; an excellent 
statement. It shows you have given some thought to the preparation 
of this. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Reuss. I would like to ask Mr. Catron this question: Do you 
have any Socialists up there in Corbin, Ky. ? ; 
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Mr. Catron. Not to my knowledge, sir. 
Mr. Reuss. Are there any Socialists that you know of in the upper 
Cumberland Valley region ? 
Mr. Catron. Not to my knowledge, sir. 
Mr. Reuss. Then you would disagree with the statement about these 
federally financed dams, that they are creeping socialism? 
Mr. Catron. I would. 
: — Reuss. You think it is good Republican doctrine to have such 
ams 
Mr. Catron. I ama good Republican, sir. 
Mr. Reuss. Thank you. 
Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb. 
Mr. Liescoms. I am saying, “good for him.” I am glad to have 
company here. 
Mr. Jones. That was a good statement. 
Mr. William Herbert, of T. L. Herbert & Sons, Inc., Nashville. 
We are glad to have you, Mr. Herbert. Do you have a prepared 
statement ? 


STATEMENT OF W. B. HERBERT, JR., REPRESENTING T. L. HERBERT 
& SONS, INC., NASHVILLE, TENN. 


Mr. Hersert. No,sir. I donot. 

Mr. Jones. You want to shoot from the hip ? 

_Mr. Herserr. Yes, sir. I am going to give you some actual expe- 
riences. 

My name is W. B. Herbert, Jr., of T. L. Herbert & Sons of Nash- 
ville. I was asked to appear here to give more or less a picture of our 
conditions, which covers, you might say, the entire program that is 
represented. 

irst on the toll program. In the sand and gravel production we 
operate dredgeboats and barges and towboats. At the present time 
we are dredging 107 miles below Nashville in order to secure the 
proper type of materials. We now have to go through three different 
individual locks. If such a toll is placed on this commodity, it would 
definitely put us out of competition in meeting the competition of 
land plants, not only in sand and gravel, but also in limestone, which 
is used for relatively the same purposes. 

In a statement along that same line I believe if one industry or one 
oe of persons should have to pay a toll, I think everyone should 

ave to pay a toll and work it out on the basis of their operations or 
what it is used for. However, I am totally opposed to any tolls what- 
soever on the rivers. 

In our operations in dredging in the rivers and removing the sand 
and gravel, we have siltated the uses of the river. If I may explain, 
some 20 miles below Nashville there was an island which was known 
as Guy’s Island. At one time there was a 200-foot channel there. In 
other words, there is just 200 feet between the island and the bank, 
which any boat could negotiate. That existed at all times, in high 
water as well as in low water. Now, in securing the sand and gravel 
we went in and dredged this island out entirely. As of today they 
have some 600 feet, or the complete width of the river, which the 
boats can navigate without any hazardous conditions whatsoever. 
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That is just one condition. There have been numerous places where 
our company and other like companies have done the same thing. ~ 

I do not have anything else on that phase of the subject. If you 
would like to ask a question there I would be glad to try to answer it. 

Mr. Jones. Fine, Mr. Herbert. Are there any questions? 

Mrs. Grirritus. Would you like to charge a toll then for the use 
of the ocean if we are going to charge a toll for the use of the rivers? 

Mr. Herpert. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Grirrrrus. And you would suggest we charge a toll to the 
truckers for using the highways? 

Mr. Hersert. I think that has already been charged, hasn’t it? 

Mrs. GrirrituHs. No. They are paying on income, just like every- 
body else is. 

Mr. Hersert. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. GrirFitHs. But you would add on additional cost to them for 
using the highways? 

Mr. Hersert. I think if any toll is charged on the rivers for anyone 
using the rivers, regardless of what purpose, then they should be 
charged accordingly. 

Mrs. GrirrirHs. And any other means of transportation. 

Mr. Hersert. Any means. Not only transportation, but any means 
and any uses of the rivers or the waters of the rivers—there should be 
a toll charged, you might say equally or proportionately. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you pay excise taxes on the fuel that you use in 
your business? 

Mr. Hersert. Yes, sir. We pay taxes on our fuel. We do not pay 
the highway tax. That isexempt. You see, there are two taxes. One 
is a highway tax and there is a nonhighway tax. We do pay the non- 
higway tax. In other words, we do not use any fuel that consumes 
the use of the highways. 

Mr. Lrrscoms. Is not the tax on gasoline, which trucks, for instance, 
pay, considered kind of a user’s tax for the highways? 

Mr. Hersert. Yes; but I am referring, you might say, to fuel oil— 
diesel fuel. We do not use gasoline. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Diesel trucks pay a highway tax; do they not? 

Mr. Hersert. Yes, sir. They do. But we are exempt from the 
highway tax. On the boats, pertaining to the rivers, we are exempt 
from the highway tax because it is not used on the highways. 

Mr. Lipscomp. I have just an observation. That is all. Supposing 
you did pay a tax on waterways use similar to the highway tax, and 
that went toward paying for the operation and maintenance of the 
gates and waterways? 

Mr. Hersert. We are paying a Federal tax. There is a Federal 
tax on all fuels. 

Mr. Lrrescoms. But in addition the trucks pay a highway tax, do 
they not? 

Mr. Hersert. I do not know. I am not in the trucking business. I 
will not answer that question. I just operate a few trucks in town, 
but I do not operate anything on the outside. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you have any idea as to how much waterway 
users pay in Federal excise taxes in a year? 

Mr. Hersert. No; I do not. 
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Mr. Lrrescoms. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hersert. May I continue for just one minute? 

Mr. Jones. Yes; indeed. . 

Mr. Hersertr. As far as the lower Cumberland River is concerned, 
speaking in terms of flood control and the system that has been pro- 
posed for the dams to be built on the Cumberland River, we are very 
much in accord with that. It not only helps navigation but it pre- 
vents floods. It has not only helped our company but it has helped the 
entire communities adjacent to the river. ; 

In 1927, 1937, and 1947 we had disastrous floods and they cost mil- 
lions of dollars. I cannot quote the figure. In 1955, if it had not been 
for the system of the upper dams it is my opinion that Nashville and 
other towns located on the river would have experienced the same 
experiences as they have in the past. It looks like it comes every 10 
years. That is the timing on the preceding floods. It isa great saving, 
and I think it would be an asset to any community adjacent to the 
Cumberland River. I think that the program should be followed out 
100 percent. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any further questions ? 

(No rm od 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Herbert. We appreciate 
your testimony. 

Mr. Hervert. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Jones. The Honorable Robert Daniel, mayor of Corbin, Ky. 

How are you, Mr. Daniel ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT DANIEL, MAYOR, CORBIN, KY. 


Mayor Dantex. Fine. Thank you, sir. 

I have a prepared statement here, but I will deviate from it some. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am the mayor of 
Corbin, a small city located in southeastern Kentucky. While I think 
your committee is here for a different purpose from the one that would 
hear requests for funds to build dams, I came here today hoping that 
your decisions would favor the building of Federal power dams and 
that you would have friends on the House Public Works Committee 
that you could influence and assist us in securing funds to start the 
planning of a dam on Laurel River, in southeastern Kentucky. 

While I am primarily interested in getting a dam built on Laurel 
River, I don’t feel that I would be acting in the interest of the tax- 
payers and the people of southeastern Kentucky after my coming here 
if I didn’t ask you gentlemen to use all of your influence to prevent 
the adoption of the Hoover Commission report as a policy of our Fed- 
eral Government. If that report ever becomes the policy or becomes a 
law of our Government, we in areas such as ours would never realize 
or get dams that would create employment and build industry. 

We just couldn’t become a partner of one of those partnership deals 
that the Commission talks about—not that we would not want to, but 
our people just don’t have the money to put up that the Commission 
would define as “our share.” Had we this ind of money, I wouldn’t be 


here today. I would be at home trying to help utilize the money they 
speak of as being our share to assist our unemployed. 
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We have thousands of unemployed in each of the several counties 
around us and in southeastern Kentucky. These unemployed are 
Americans and many of them are the same fine young men who have 
fought and defended our principles and our country in the two recent 
wars. Yet today they have come back home to find that there are no 
jobs for them, no means of supporting their families in the area where 
they call home and where they were born and reared. They are people 
who are proud of our American way of life, proud of our country, and 
they have enough pride about them that they want to work in order to 
stay out of the so-called commodity lines. 1 know you gentlemen may 
be familiar with our country up there, but the commodity lines are 
growing every day. In our opinion it is not a thing we want to see in 
the United States. 

I say this, and I hope I am taken seriously when I tell you that most 
of us in eastern Kentucky think that our economy is such in our area 
to make Federal public-works projects to create jobs for men with 
hungry families a point of major interest to all. 

e look at dams as the type of Federal public-works projects that 
will be the exact o posite of the leaf raking that we all once deplored 
and made fun of. i e look at the dams as a permanent fresh foundation 
under the economy of our region, which can only survive if that fresh 
foundation is provided. e also know enough about the long-range 
returns of prot projects to the Federal Treasury to feel assured that 
we are not appearing before you as simple beggars asking a handout. 
We feel certain that 1 dam or 4 dams on the headwaters of the Cum- 
berland will return to our Government in a matter of a few years 
an increase in income taxes that our people will be glad to pay, and 
probably will pay, $4 or $5 for every dollar spent. 

To begin with, the reservoirs behind these dams will become the 
only storage of cold water in eastern Kentucky of a sufficient size to 
be feasible as sites for giant steam-electric powerplants which the 
a: power companies would be certain to build. They would 

uild them there—not to help us—they would build them because we 
are in the center of a vast supply of good and cheap coal. 

If we had the big storage of cold water necessary for cooling steam- 
electric generating plants there already would be dozens there. Why? 
Because it is always cheaper to ship the power than it is to ship the 
coal to the already developed and power-hungry industrial areas that 
are rapidly developing in the cities of Kentucky that are not too dis- 
tant away from us. 

Kentucky Utilities, for instance, has to shoot big streams of water 
up into the air to cool it off at the only steam-electric plant it operates 
1n our vicinity. 

I would like to say that the city of Corbin owns its distribution 
system of electricity. Some 7 or 8 years ago we were forced to buy 
power from Kentucky Utilities Co. when our plant would not generate 
the electricity we needed for the domestic use of our town. In order to 
buy power from Kentucky Utilities, they made a contract with us 
whereby we would continue the operation of this small plant that we 
had with a privilege of cutting in on their power when we had an 
overload. For 6 or 7 years they held us at a minimum of power that 
we could use, because they did not have it to furnish to us. Any 
community or any city such as our town in western Kentucky is 
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going to be jeopardized or held back as far as industrial development 
is concerned when power is not available—and it is not available in 
our territory. 

I start off. by saying what our dams would do for the power folks, 
I guess, because I would hope that Congress, if it builds the dams, 
would be willing to let the city of Corbin and other municipally owned 
systems nearby have first call on the power to be produced by our 
dam or dams. 

We need that first call on the power because we could lower our 
power rates. Then we would be in a good position to attract heavy 
power-using industry. 

We need the flood-control storage that would be built into these 
dams. Weare as a matter of fact in the center of one of the Nation’s 
prime uncontrolled flooding areas, where every spring’s rain can bring 
devastation and washout that will doom a small town. 

We need these dams for other reasons. We need them because 
every rapidly developing industrial area in this country, particularly 
where that industry is chemical in nature, is running up against the 
need for more and more clean, cool water. 

If the hard-hit soft-coal areas of east Kentucky should in the next 
4 or 5 years come into possession of 4 or 5 really sizable stored sup- 
plies of good, fresh water, they would step out front as among the 
most desirable locations in the country for new chemical industry. 
All of you gentlemen are familiar with the increasing use of cheap 
soft coal as the basic raw material for such industry. As a matter 
of fact, the combination of coal and plenty of good, clean water is an 
almost unbeatable combination to offer industry of the chemical type 
these days. 

You may ask, Why provide such a resource for east Kentucky ? 

1. If you don’t, you will soon find that the Federal Government 
will be spending more than the cost of several dams on annual relief 
bills in eastern Kentucky. That is how bad the employment in the 
coal industry in eastern Kentucky is today. 

2. If you don’t you may find that your lack of action has resulted in a 
migration of many thousands of former coal miners to the big cities of 
the East and Midwest and the North to contribute to an unemploy- 
ment that already is noticeable in some of these cities. This coal 
miner is a fine citizen in his hometown when times are not too bad. 
But, remember, he has already learned how to get together and or- 
ganize. Take him and put him broke and hungry in a big city look- 
ing for jobs that are not available, and he is likely to be a rough 
customer for anybody to handle. One thing is sure. He will have 
to be supplied with a really high priced standard of relief once he 
gets to the big cities. And Uncle Sam will have to stand most of the 
bill for this too. 

3. The economic drowning or neglect of a region such as ours when 
all other sections are enjoying prosperity is simply bad advertising 
for a big, rich country like ours. To tolerate such conditions as we 
are experiencing in our section for too long will certainly create 
dangerous situations for our entire country and our entire economy. 

I think it would be a part of our long-run commonsense economics 
not only to rescind the restrictions on such spending as proposed by 
the Hoover Commission, but to rescind even the existing restrictions, 
and build our dams that we are asking for. 
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Today we have potentially the best recreational sites in our United 
States; certainly the closest to the big centers of population. If we 
get the dams and lakes we are asking for, our people would make 
enough money in a relatively few years from the tourist industry to 
pay back our Government in income taxes the total amount expended 
for such dams and lakes, not even mentioning the income from the 
sale of power and the income from taxes from industry that would 
locate in our area. 

Again let me say, I am not here begging—I am not a Socialist—I 
am feks asking your assistance in helping us to put together the 
greatest combination known to industry—coal, water, and electric 
ane We have the coal; we have the water; and if this water can 

» stored we will have the power. With this combination our people 
can have prosperity. 

We ask for your help that we might have the opportunity in eastern 
Kentucky. 

Mr. Jones. You people in eastern Kentucky know how to state your 
case, don’t you? 

Mayor Danre.. Well, we have sat up there and suffered long enough, 
and we are out fighting for it. 

Mr. Jones. You make an excellent statement. 

Mayor Danrext. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And I am sure that everything you have said about 
the conditions in eastern Kentucky will be noted by the Congress. 

Mayor Dante. Gentlemen, during the war, when the Government 
was expending funds and building up industries throughout the 
Nation for the benefit of our war effort, eastern Kentucky did not 
realize anything. We have had nothing up there. While other sec- 
tions of the country, it seems, have had more and more poured into 
their back door every year, we have had nothing. We have one of 
the finest regions for coal in the country. We have people up there 
who want to work, but they have had no assistance and it would be an 
impossibility for local capital to go out and to build these dams to pro- 
vide this water storage that we need in order that we might sell our 
coal and have it available for other uses in the chemical industry. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions? 

Mrs. Grirritus. What is the ratio of unemployment in Corbin? 

Mayor Dantev. Our last figure in the city of Corbin—men alone— 
was around 1 to 265, I think it was. Of course, Corbin is in the foot- 
hills of the Cumberland Mountains and Harlan, and the area pro- 
ducing the coal. During the war, when the Government was buying 
a lot of coal and coal was being sold at any price, we had an awful 
lot of small mines operating around Corbin, but today all of those 
mines are closed. 

Mrs. Grirritus. Percentagewise, what is the unemployment figure? 

Mayor Dantet. I would not want to guess without really knowing, 
and I just do not know. We have had several figures on it prepared 
by our unemployment office that is located there, and it has fluctuated 
from time to time. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. How many people do you have on relief now, do 
you know ? 

Mayor Dante. Those commodity lines must get up to around 600 
or 700 every month when they are giving away commodities up there. 
T do not know what we would classify as relief right now, but we have 
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some more destitute cases to the east of us than we have right in Cor- 
bin. That is in the Harlan coalfields. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. What is the population of Corbin ? 

Mayor Daniet. Around 11,000. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. You know, the really important thing is that you 
never hear of this unemployment unless you hear someone speak in 
Congress, or if you come into one of these regions. 

Mayor Danirt. I believe the Congress or the Government itself de- 
clared us a distressed area up there, and a labor surplus area, not too 
long ago last year or the year before last, offering companies tax write- 
offs, that would have any kind of Government contracts, for locating 
in that area. Of course, we have had no locations of new industry 
there because we have no power for them, and no water supply or 
storage. We have the water, but no storage. 

Mrs. Grirrirus. I do not recall seeing anything announced by the 
administration that there is this sort of thing happening there. 

Mayor Danie. Not later than last year we were classified as a 
distressed area. 

Mrs. Grirriras. We were too. 

Mr. Reuss. Has that classification produced any relief? 

Mayor Dantet. Nothing at all. 

Mr. Reuss. In Corbin? 

Mayor Danreu. Nothing. 

Mr. Reuss. Has it created one new job? 

Mayor Danret. Not that I know of. We have had no new industry. 

Mr. Reuss. I would like to commend the people of the upper valle 
for not just sitting around wringing their hands, but trying to wor 
out the kind of constructive proposal which you have given us this 
afternoon. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Have these dams which you are speaking of, sir, 
been authorized or surveyed ? 

Mayor Dantet. They have been proposed by the Crops of Engi- 
neers, or have been under study for some several years. They have 
drawings on them, preliminary drawings I guess they might be called, 
but back in the thirties I think they made some preliminary loca- 
tions of such dams. Our Upper Cumberland Development Associa- 
tion, which was recently formed, which Mr. Catron is president of, 
after we tried everything else we got on the idea of maybe trying to 
get a dam up there and some water there, because industry has gone 
into that area looking for locations, but we do not have the water or 
the power to offer them. 

We contacted the Corps of Engineers and they gave us some in- 
formation on what had been done on the upper Cumberland River. 
They have recommended the Laurel River Dam and Rockcastle River 
Dam, and a couple of dams on the South Fork. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Do you think your area would qualify under rec- 
ommendation 1 (¢), or at least the first part of that, in the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission ¢ 

Mayor Danteu. I am not too familiar with the parts of that. What 
does it pertain to? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Recommendation No. 1 (¢) says: 

That the Federal Government should assume responsibility when participation 
or initiative is necessary to further or safeguard the national interest or to ac- 
complish broad national objectives, where projects, because of size or complexity 
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or potential multiple purposes or benefits, are beyond the means or the needs of 
local er private enterprise. 


Mayor Dantet. We would agree with that one 100 percent. 

Mr. Liescoms. Of course, it goes on to say also: 

Under, other circumstances the responsibility. for development should be dis- 
charged by State or local governments, or by local organizations, or by private 
enterprise. 

Then you would qualify, at least from what I have heard you say, 
under the first part of that. 

Mayor Dante. Yes. We would try to qualify under that, and I 
don’t see why we could not. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Right this minute there is no doubt in your mind 
that you would qualify. 

Mayor Dante... That is right, because we have a product up there 
of coal that certainly our Nation’s economy is depending upon in large 
measure, and the new chemical industry that is growing so fast is 
using coal as a basic raw material, which would affect the economy 
of the country. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Then you must also agree with the recommendation 
No. 1 that the Congress adopt a national water policy, on the following 
nine points, as they say in the report. Through the hearings I have 
attended of this subcommittee I am convinced in my own mind that 
Congress had better adopt a national water policy. It is possible 
that this committee may be able to help in determining how it is done. 

But you in your statement have asked us to use our influence to pre- 
vent the adoption of the Hoover Commission’s recommendations. 
Someplace we might be able to find good recommendations within 
these overall recommendations of the Hoover Commission, so I do not 
know whether you wanted to tell us to use our influence not to adopt 
any of the recommendations. 

Mayor Danteu. There are certainly recommendations in there that 
would—somebody would find a loophole to try not to help us, maybe— 
which I think they are trying to do. But the part pertaining to local 
governments or State governments becoming a partner in one of these 
partnership deals in financing a project such as this—why, we could 
not ever raise money in that amount and we could not become a part 
of it. We do not hope to. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Of course, in your statement you talked about a 
modified form of partnership where you say that if the dams are built 
then you are sure that private utilities would come in and establish 
the powerplants. I believe that is in your statement here. 

Mayor Danizt. I believe they would over and above the original 
powerplant that was established at the dam. They would, in all prob- 
ability, establish steam generating plants, which would give us an out- 
let for our coal. That is one of the reasons for us being here. We are 
trying to get a market for that coal. 

Mr. Liescoms. Does TVA buy your coal now? 

Mayor Danizet. No. 

Mr. Liescoms. Where do they get theirs from ? 

Mayor Danie. Most of that coal is coming out of western Ken- 
tucky. We are not shipping any coal:to TVA today because our 
freight rates are prohibitive and they cannot compete with some of the 
people bringing coal in here; and certainly. not on coal brought down 
on barges. 
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Mr. Lirscoms. Would the additional improvement of the waterways 
of the Cumberland River help your area? 

Mayor Danret. As far as transportation is concerned ? 

Mr. Lipscoms. As far as transportation is concerned. Or, is that too 
far ? 

Mayor Dante. No. If we had a dam located on the Laurel River 
there is no reason why coal could not be barged out of there or over 
these other dams by conveyor belts, or such means as that. I knew 
there are now some small mines in Rockcastle County that are barging 
some coal into some of the smaller cities, rather than trying to haul it 
by rail freight just on that particular lake—Lake Cumberland. ° 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you know offhand the difference in the rate be- 
phe coal coming from western Kentucky and the coal being 
shippe 

Wanner Danie. It amounts to about: $1.25 a ton difference and we 
can’t compete with it. If we had to meet the price they were shipping 
the coal for from western Kentucky down into the TVA area, our 
operators just could not keep their mines open with wages as they are 
today. It would be impossible for them to absorb that differential in 
the freight rates. 

Mr. Lipscoms. But if user or toll charges were put on waterways 
then in effect that may help your area? 

Mayor Danizz. I would not know about that. 

Mr. Liapscoms. It would put you on a competing basis with an area 
that had waterways to their door, would it not? 

Mayor Danret. If their freight rates were as high as ours it would 
put us on a competitive basis. ‘That is true. 

Mr. Liescoms. There are all kinds of things involved in this ques- 
tion. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Mayor, you have said that you had your own gen- 
erating plant at Corbin. 

Mayor Danret. Atonetime. Yes,sir. It is idle now. 

Mr. Jones. It is idle now? 

Mayor Daniet. Yes. sir. 

Mr. Jongs. Where do you get your power ? 

Mayor Danret. We are buying it from Kentucky Utilities, with 
the understanding that we can only use so much, 

Mr. Jonzs. You mean there is a limitation on the amount of power 
you can acquire? 

Mayor Danrev. That is right. They are limited themselves as to 
how much they can produce up there with this one generating plant 
they have. I do not know whether they have limited themselves, but 
they are sitting there on the side of a small stream and they do not 
have the water to cool those generators with. I feel had they the 
water stored there, no doubt they would produce the power which 
would give us an excess in power so that we could attract industry. 
But if an industry comes to Corbin and says, “We have to have so 
many thousand kilowatts of electricity to start this plant,” all we can 
say is, “I don’t know where you are going to get it because it is not 
around here.” 

Mr. Jones. What are you paying for energy at the present time? 

Mayor Dantex. One and a quarter cents a kilowatt. It will average 
about that. 
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Mr. Jones. What is the transmission distance to the nearest thermal 
plant? 

Mayor Daniex. About 60 miles. 

Mr. Jonzs. Is that rate set by the Kentucky rate-making body? 

Mayor DanteL. Supposedly, but that is one of the most complicated 
things I have ever seen in this contract they have, because they more 
or less have us over a barrel. We do not have any other place to get 
the electricity. They havea contract with our city that we are to have 
a flat.rate, or a demand rate. Then there is a clause in the contract 
that if we use within 1 minute of the day 2,000 kilowatts and it should 
cut back, and the average for that day would be only 1,500, then we 
still pay for 2,000. 

Mr. Jonxs. At the peaking period? 

Mayor Daniet. That is right. We have to pay for the peak of that 
day or that month, rather. They have a coal clause in there depending 
on their output of coal in their other plants, as to the average that it 
would cost to produce that number of kilowatts we use. We have to 
pay the same average they would have to pay any place else for it 
when they are buying coal for, I imagine, around $3 a ton up there. 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you very much, Mr. Mayor. 

Are there any further questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Now always the best for last. Mr. Braxton B. Carr, 
of Birmingham, president of the Warrior-Tombigbee Association. 

I knew we would have to get an Alabamian in here before we could 
conclude this hearing. Iam glad to have you, Braxton. 


STATEMENT OF BRAXTON B. CARR, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, AND MEM- 
BER OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE OF THE NATIONAL WATER- 
WAYS CONFERENCE 


Mr. Carr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be here. 

I have four extra copies of my statement. 

The chairman has just promoted me from executive vice president 
of the association and I would appreciate it if you would demote me, 
because the president is not add and the executive vice president is, 

I am Braxton B. Carr, executive vice president of the Warrior- 
Tombigbee Development Association, a voluntary, nonprofit, edu- 
cational association seeking development of the Warrior-Tombigbee 
River system in Alabama for navigation and allied benefits. I am 
also a member of the steering committee of the National Waterways 
Conference, which is also a nonprofit, voluntary organization whose 
purpose is to maintain the free use of the navigable waterways of the 
United States. I appear here today to represent both organizations 
and to present the views of both organizations specifically in opposi- 
tion to recommendation No. 8 in the report made to Congress by the 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment on Water Resources and Power. This recommendation calls on 
the Congress to— 
authorize a user charge on inland waterways except for smaller pleasure craft, 


sufficient to cover maintenance and operation, and authorize the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to fix such charges. 
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Inasmuch as no bill has been introduced in the Congress at this time 
to implement this recommendation, my statement to you must con- 
cern two opposing philosophies of government—an established phi- 
losophy of government implemented by law, by court decisions, and 
by economic practices which have been nurtured and which have grown 
and flourished on this existing policy, as opposed to a new philosophy 
of government stated in the recommendation to the Congress that user 
charges be imposed on the inland waterways. 

The established, implemented policy of free use of the inland water- 
ways for the movement of commerce had its inception in the ordinance 
of 1787 for the Northwest Territory, which was approved by the First 
Congress of the United States on July 13, 1787. Article 4 of the 
ordinance provided that the navigable waters leading into the Mis- 
sissippi and St. Lawrence Rivers, and the carrying places between 
the same, should be common highways and forever free to the inhabi- 
tants of the said territory, as well as to the citizens of the United 
States, without any tax, impost, or duty therefor. The acts of Con- 
gress admitting many of the States into the Union contained declara- 
tions that the navigable waters should be common highways and for- 
ever free. The Rivers and Harbors Act of August 2, 1882, included 
the provision that— 

No tolls or operating charges whatever shall be levied upon or collected from 
any vessel, dredge, or other watercraft for passing through any lock, canal, 
canalized river, or other work for the use and benefit of navigation, now belonging 
to the United States or that may be hereafter acquired or constructed. 

This policy was reiterated in the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1884 
and in many subsequent acts. 

These acts were the forces of implementation used by the founders 
of the Government of the United States to put into effect their belief 
that representative government should translate the great natural 
wealth of the Nation’s water resources into usable, productive form 
for the general welfare of the people. 

For 168 years we have followed that policy, nurtured, protected 
and strengthened that policy in a onan representative belief that 
the inland waterways of the United States continue to be natural 
resources of great value to our general economic well-being and 
en and Timalive of benefit to the people of the Nation as a 
whole. 

We have dredged channels; we have dug canals; we have built 
dams; we have built locks; and we have put over 28,000 miles of inland 
waterways channels to work carrying a part of the commerce of this 
Nation. We have witnessed economic growth and prosperity along 
these navigable channels which is far in excess of the growth and 
prosperity of industry located where such channels are not available. 
We see a nation moving its raw materials in great bulk cargo carriers 
over these waterways to their plants. We see the per capita income 
of the people in the regions served by these waterways marching 
steadily upward. We see the other forms of transportation serving 
these same areas growing and prospering to a far greater extent than 
those forms of transportation grow and prosper in areas not served 
by the inland waterways. 

There is a great mass of factual, statistical data available to support 
these statements. It is not my purpose to marshal this statistical 
information. I am sure that before these hearings are concluded the 
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staff of this committee will have assembled, in usable form, an analysis 
of these statistics which will lead you to the same inevitable conclusion. 

In addition to the 28,000 miles of channel which have been improved 
and which is maintained with Federal public moneys for the move- 
ment of commerce, there still exists in the vast inland confines of the 
United States over 35,000 miles of river and intracoastal channel 
which is capable of being developed for transportation. The public 
pressure being exerted today by the peoples who inhabit the areas 
where this undeveloped channel exists is a tremendous outpouring of 
testimony for the recognized need on the part of the people for the 
services which improved navigable channels can provide to increase 
our services and our usable wealth. 

In speaking of having opened up 28,000 miles of inland channel 
for navigation and of the prospect for opening another 35,000 miles 
of channel for navigation, we must not lose sight of the fact that 
in building facilities for inland navigation purposes on our water- 
ways we are doing more than just providing navigation. It is im- 

ossible to build navigation channels on the inland waterways of the 

nited States and not add benefits for the people over and above 
the benefits which accrue from transportation. When we build navi- 
gation channels, we also build water storage which becomes available 
to the people as a whole of a region for industrial, domestic, agricul- 
tural, and recreational purposes. With water storage goes flood con- 
trol; and however minute it may be, it has tangible value. With flood 
control also goes erosion control. In many cases when we develop 
navigation channels we also store enough water to make possible the 
generation of electric energy, adding again to the usable wealth of the 
Nation. These benefits and the general economic welfare of the 
Nation are inseparable, as we know from experience and as can be 
documented by statistical data. 

The barge and towing vessel industry of the United States unques- 
tionably is providing one of the most efficient means for the movement 
of commerce which has ever been designed and put to work anywhere 
in the world. The efficiency of that means of transportation adds 
something to the overall material wealth of the Nation and very spe- 
cifically adds something to the material wealth of the individuals who 
eventually use the products made from the bulk materials which con- 
stitute the great majority of the cargoes moved over the inland water- 
ways. 

I have been intrigued by the statement of the Commission on Or- 
ganization of the Executive Branch of the Government which was 
— as_a preliminary to recommendation No. 8, in which the 

ommission said : 


Today the nature of transportation over the inland waterways has shifted 
to bulk traffic such as oil, coal and ore. 

There has been no shift to bulk traffic. For over a hundred years 
the craft pl ing the navigable rivers of this country have carried 
principally ulk cargoes. In 1945, when the Warrior-Tombigbee 

iver system’s 467 miles of channels were opened to commerce the 
bulk movement of coal was among the very first movements started 
on the river. A hundred years ago the pioneers in inland waterway 
transportation were moving oil and coal in specially constructed 
barges. When cotton was the economic lifeblood of the South it 
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moved from the inland plantations over the inland waterways on 
packet boats and keel boats to the seacoast for transportation to the 
textile-producing centers of the world. There is nothing very re- 
cently new about the inland waterways attracting bulk cargoes. 

I think what is new and what inspires the statement of the Com- 
mission that the nature of traffic over the inland waterways has 
shifted to bulk traffic is that the very efficiency of the inland waterway 
carriers and their equipment has so attracted commerce and has so 
attracted the attention of the Nation to the ability of the waterways 
to serve a growing and demanding need, that commerce over the water- 
ways has now become a primary target for those interests who are 
historically and unalterably opposed to competition in the transpor- 
tation business. 

Inland waterways transportation is a fast-growing muscle in the 
body of the commerce of this Nation. For the second time in our 
transportation history, waterways commerce has become a competitive 
factor ; so much so that our other basic forms of transportation must 
reckon with it in seeking and obtaining business. That responsible 
interests and responsible voices in this Nation should seek to destroy, 
if not destroy then shackle and restrain, the growth of commerce 
over the inland waterways, is almost inconceivable. 

Yet the recommendation of the Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government that user charges be imposed 
on inland waterways sufficient to cover maintenance and operation 
costs is a strong blow aimed at putting the brakes on the development 
and the use of inland navigation channels. And if we revamp the 
168-year-old policy of the United States for maintaining freedom 
of movement of commerce over the inland waterways by implement- 
ing a completely new philosophy of representative government as 
expressed in the recommendation of the Commission, we shall cer- 
tainly destroy a part of the industry that has been built up to move 
commerce over the waterways; we shall stop a part of the commerce 
that moves; and we shall not only stop projects now under way. to 
improve inland navigation channels, but we shall also deny to the 
people in the river valleys and along the intracoastal channels of 
this Nation all of the allied economic benefits which go hand in hand, 
inseparably, with the development of these channels for navigation. 

In Alabama, on the Warrior-Tombigbee Waterway, which is my 
primary interest, we have just succeeded in accomplishing the first 
step in redeveloping 467 miles of navigation channel to convert it from 
a depth and from lock chamber sizes which were built specifically to 
handle the 300-ton capacity packet boats which opened up much of 
the valley to commerce shortly after the beginning of the 20th cen- 
tury. We are just now beginning to rebuild a packet boat river into 
a modern highway of commerce. On the strength of the building 
alone we saw commerce on the river grow from 2 million tons in 1948, 
when the redevelopment program was started, to over 3 million tons 
in 1954, when the first new lock and dam were placed in operation. 

Commerce on that river system this year is moving at a rate of 
4 million tons annually. Taxation of that movement in the form of 
user charges will destroy and remove from the river the investment of 
some of the 26 barge operators who carry this commerce. The ma- 
jority of these 26 barge operators are small-business men. They have 
built their business within the framework, the historic policy estab- 
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lished by the Government, for the free movement of commerce over 
the waterways; and within another historic policy which has long 
sought to encourage and promote the growth of small business. These 
small-business men, along with the people as a whole who benefit both 
directly and indirectly from the waterways, are in the final analysis 
the targets at which this inequitable recommendation for the levying 
of user charges on the inland waterways is aimed. The small-business 
men who make up a great part of the barge and towing vessel industry 
of this country are not the giants of the transportation industry; 
and yet these small-business men perform a highly necessary function 
in the pattern of the movement of commerce which is vital and neces- 
sary to our continued growth. 

Former President Herbert Hoover, who headed the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government and under 
whose direction the recommendation for the imposition of user charges 
on the inland waterways was made, at the ceremonies commemorating 
the completion of the 9-foot channel in the Ohio River in 1929, said: 

To carry forward all of these great works is not the dream of the visionaries— 
it is the march of a Nation. We are reopening the great trade routes upon 
which our continent developed. This development is but an interpretation of 
the needs and pressures of population, of industry and civilization. They are 
threads in that invisible web that knits our national life. They are not local 
in their benefits. They are universal in promoting the prosperity of the Nation. 
It is our duty as statesmen to respond to these needs, to direct them with intelli- 
gence and skill, with economy, with courage—God has truly blessed us with 
great resources. It is our duty to make them available to the people. 

It is the opinion of the organization and the people I represent 
that we have been making the benefits of our water resources available 
to the people under a policy that is economically sound over a period 
of 168 years. The recommendation of the Commission on Organiza- 
“ tion of the Executive Branch of the Government is a decision made 
outside the Congress of the United States to begin the destruction of 
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: that policy. It is my earnest hope, and my plea, to this committee 
o on behalf of the people from all walks of life in Alabama whom I am 
e representing here today, and on behalf of the National Waterways 
f Conference, that this committee go back to Congress with the recom- 
l, mendation that we maintain the historic position of the United States 
a. that our inland waterways shall continue to be free highways of com- 
Vv merce forever. : 

3t Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Carr. That is an excellent 
m statement. ; : 

Lo Let me ask you this question: Where the Federal Government has 
of constructed navigation projects, has it not increased the volume of 
0: traffic handled by the railroads either in prehandling or rehandling 
to freight carried by water-borne vessels ? : 

1g Mr. Carr. There are two railroads, Mr. Chairman, which parallel 
8, very closely the great Mississippi waterway system, which carries the 
ns bulk of waterway commerce in this country. Those two railroads 


have originated more freight per mile of track than they have. Their 
net income for the last 20 years has been far greater than the average 
of the freight originated, and far greater than the average net income 
of all the other class I railroads in this country, which in my estimation 
is simply brought about by the fact that the industries of that valley 
are served by economical waterways transportation so as to bring in 
their bulk materials, and as a result they prosper over and above 
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industry which does not have that means of bringing in their raw 
materials. Therefore the finished products are moving out of that 
area in a greater proportion over the railroads than they are in any 
other areas. 

Mr. Jonzs. So it is contributing to the growth and to the wealth 
of the railroad companies themselves? 

Mr. Carr. I think so. 

Mr. Jongs. Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Carr. 

Mr. Carr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Reuss. Mr. Pollard White. Will you be seated, Mr. White? 
Do you have a prepared statement? 


STATEMENT OF POLLARD WHITE, FARMER, AND VICE PRESIDENT, 
CUMBERLAND RIVER ASSOCIATION, CADIZ, KY. 


Mr. Wuire. I am sorry to say that I do not have a prepared state- 
ment. I did not know about it. 

Mr. Reuss. That is perfectly all right. You just proceed in your 
own way. 

Mr. Wurre. I have listened to all of the testimony that has been 
given here today. I do not know anything I could add, unless you 
might want to know how those people feel who have lost their land 
in the developments that have already taken place through the over- 
flow of these rivers. 

Mr. Reuss. Would you identify yourself, Mr. White? You are 
from Cadiz, Ky., I understand. 

Mr. Wurre. Pollard White; I live in Trigg County, Ky., the county 
seat of which is Cadiz. I am a farmer and I am also vice president 
of the Cumberland River Association. I was present when the asso- 
ciation was formed and I have addressed every meeting of it until now. 

Mr. Reuss. That is the association of which Mr. Charles Everhart, 
who testified here this morning, is president? 

Mr. Waurre. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. Were you here when he testified ? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. I was here when he testified. I did not go to 
Washington the last time and I did not attend the conference with 
the representatives of the Bureau of the Budget, but I have attended 
every meeting that has been called to consider matters concerning the 
development of the Cumberland River. I do not think there is any 
meeting that has ever been held but what I was present. 

As I say, I do not know anything that I could add to this testimony 
unless you might want to know how those people feel who have had 
their lands flooded. 

Mr. Reuss. We will be glad to have you tell us that, Mr. White. 

Mr. Wurtz. The Kentucky Lake—one side of the lake flooded Trigg 
County, our county. Trigg County is a key county in the develop- 
ment of Kentucky Lake, which is the biggest one of the TVA de- 
velopments. If the dam is built on the lower Cumberland on both 
sides of the Tennessee River, Trigg County will lose land. I know 
all of these people. I have lixed within a stone’s throw of the river 
all my life, and I think I know the river. I know how it acts in times 
of flood and how the people feel about it. I know what their prob- 
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lems are. I know what the river was 50 or even 60 years ago and 
I know the changes that have taken place from that date to this. 

This might be of some interest to this subcommittee to know that 
farming up and down these rivers has become very hazardous. We 
have gotten to the point now where we can grow only onecrop. That 
is corn. We cannot grow legumes; we cannot use fertilizer. Floods 
have become so frequent and have become so serious that farmin 
has become more hazardous. I think in another generation it wil 
be almost impossible for man to depend on making a living in farm- 
ing in these river bottoms. 

As I say, I am a farmer myself and I live on my farm. I have 
several hundred acres of land that would be flooded in case the Lower 
Cumberland Dam is built. I have lived there all my life and I know 
these people and how they feel. I know what took place in the flood 
on the Tennessee River and the flooding of the Tennessee River and 
the building of Kentucky Lake. I knew those people—all of them— 
who had to move out of Trigg County. 

Mr. Reuss. Are you and your neighbors in favor of or opposed to 
the building of the Cumberland River project? 

Mr. Wuire. Strange to say, we are almost unanimously in favor 
of building it. I hardly know of anybody but who would be glad 
to get away from the river-bottom farms. As I say, it has become 
so hazardous. The roads are not as good. Scientific farming has 
not done anything for river-bottom farming. Scientific farming has 
made great changes in the upland farms, but it has not helped us in 
the river bottoms. We cannot plant legumes; we cannot use lime 
except that we only get a partial benefit from it. When we use fer- 
tilizer, one of the floods will wash it away. It will soak it up and 
take it away. 

The farmers are almost unanimous in wanting this dam to come. 
Through the flooding of the Tennessee River making Kentucky Lake, 
we have made a survey of the hundreds of people in that territory and 
we cannot find a one who would be willing to go back. We cannot 
find a one today but who is better off than he was before, and our 
people are unanimously in favor of building a high dam on the 
Cumberland River. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. White. 

Do you have any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much. 

Mr. O. F. Minton, Jr. 

Mr. Strurpevant. Mr. Chairman, he was unable to be here because 
of illness in his family. He has a prepared statement which he has 
as og: be put in the record. 

r. Reuss. Is there any objection to the insertion in the record of 
this statement? ‘This proposed statement is dated October 29, 1955, 
and is signed by Mr. § . Minton, Jr., president of the Propeller 
Club of the United States, Port of Nashville, Tenn. It is addressed 
to the chairman, the Honorable Robert E. Jones, and the letter of 
transmittal asks its presentation to the subcommittee. 

If there is no objection, Mr. Minton’s statement will be made a part 
of the record at this point. 
Mr. Lirscoms. No objection. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF O. F. MINTON, JR., PRESIDENT, PROPELLER CLUB, Port oF 
NASHVILLE, TENN. 


Mr. Chairman, I am O. F. Minton, Jr. I appear before you as president of 
the Propeller Club of America, port of Nashville, as chairman of the river 
improvement committee of the Nashville Chamber of Commerce and as president 
of the Cumberland Storage & Warehouse Co., operator of the Nashville Munici- 
pal River Terminal. 

My interests are threefold: First, to actively support the full development 
of our water resources to provide the maximum benefits for this and future 
generations; secondly, to assure that Nashville and the entire metropolitan area 
receive the advantages of flood protection, adequate water supply, hydroelectric 
power benefits, recreational opportunities, and the economic stimulus always 
accompanying these improvements, and, thirdly, perhaps a selfish, but probably 
the most pressing one, to work for the essential project development now 
required to sustain the growing navigational use of the Cumberland River, an 
important segment of America’s waterways system. 

As president of the Propeller Club of Nashville, I speak for some 100 members. 
In the capacity of a river warehouseman, I believe I speak for the hundreds of 
thousands of persons of this as well as other areas who directly or indirectly 
benefit from the economic advantages of water transportation. And in attempt- 
ing to analyze the recipients of these benefits, it is extremely difficult to find 
any person who does not in some way share these advantages. Our industrial 
and domestic economy is based on steel products, a substantial portion of which 
is transported by water. Over 95 percent of middle Tennessee’s petroleum 
products arrive by barge. Sugar, salt, and grain, other basic commodities, as 
well as molasses, feed for the dairy and beef producers, are delivered by water 
thereby allowing substantial transportation advantages to the consumer. Who 
then can determine the limits of benefits enjoyed from commercial navigation. 

Speaking as one who has been directly affected by drought, by floods, by an 
inadequate navigation channel, by a heavily polluted stream and by the other 
disadvantages of an unharnessed stream, I feel qualified to evaluate the exten- 
sive benefits being realized from even the partial development of the Cumberland 
River Basin. 

Prior to the construction of the upstream multipurpose projects by the Corps 
of Engineers, the Cumberland River at Nashville reached flood stage or higher 
on an average of once each 2 years. Since completion of 3 upstream reservoirs, 
only a part of the total flood control plan, flood damages of approximately $8 
million have been averted in the Cumberland River Basin alone. Had one 
additional project been in operation, the Stewarts Ferry Dam on Stones River, 
the March flood of this year, which, incidentally almost reached the magnitude 
of the major flood of record in the upper Cumberland area, would have been 
controlled to below flood stage at Nashville. 

Conversely, during the extreme dry season when the natural flows of the 
streams of the area were critically low, power discharges from the multipurpose 
reservoirs provided a substantial regulated flow for adequate water supply and 
pollution abatement. As an example of the value of this regulation, the United 
States Geological Survey reports that flows at Nashville during the extreme 
dry season this year would have been as low as 500 eubie feet per second in 
the unregulated stream whereas the mean regulated flow was in excess of 6,000 
cubie feet per second. As is true in the case of flood control benefits, the ad- 
vantages from this low flow regulation extend into the Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers as far as New Orleans, where the municipal water supply has been in 
jeopardy from salt water intrusion from the Gulf of Mexico. 

In the field of water supply there have been, and continue to be, serious areas 
of waste. If they continue unchecked, they will impoverish us and our children. 
In all parts of our great Nation, however—among engineers, conservationists, 
farmers, householders, and the ordinary citizens—there is a growing recognition 
that we must conserve and develop, as well us use, our natural resources. And 
in conservation and development, as in use, water is the key resource. Here in 
the Cumberland Valley we are fortunate to have the basic resource available 
for the expanding industrial, domestic, agricultural, and related uses, provided 
they are fully developed to meet the growing needs of our economy. 

Of vital importance to the groups I represent is the development of our 

vaterways for navigational use. Transportation is essentially a service indus- 
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try. Its vital importance to the Nation’s economy and national security is 
property measured solely by the extent to which it serves those needs adequately 
and at the lowest possible cost. There are certain parts of the transportation 
job which waterways can perform better and cheaper than any of the other 
transportation forms. This does not necessarily mean, however, that waterway 
movements are made at the expense of other media. An analysis of waterways 
development will reveal that the development and growth of »ny segment of the 
inland waterways system was accompanied by a correspouding increase in 
business for the connecting railroads and trucklines. 

The intent of Congress that the inherent advantages of each mode of trans- 
portation be recognized and preserved is clearly stated in the early declarations 
of policy. Both water and land transportation are vital to the maintenance 
and growth of the Nation’s commerce and defense. Sound national transporta- 
tion policy, as well as sound national water policy, require that our navigable 
water resources be developed and used to the fullest economical extent. 

The United States has one of the most highly developed systems of air and 
land transportation (railroads, highways, pipelines, and airways) of any 
country in the world. The combination of its coastal waterways, going around 
more than half of its perimeter, and its waterways penetrating thousands of 
miles inland, is potentially the world’s greatest system. However, the Federal 
expenditures for improved waterways, while considerable, have been propor- 
tionately less than the expenditures from all sources for other transportation 
facilities. Of the 28,000 miles of navigable inland waterways, more than 65 
percent are insufficiently improved to have any considerable commercial value.* 
In addition, a substantial portion of the remaining 35 percent of improved 
waterways are inadequate to meet even current demands without consideration 
to future commercial growth. The proposals for imposition of user tolls on the 
inland waterways system would, without question, drastically retard the further 
development of the antiquated navigation system and jeopardize the whole future 
of commercial navigation. 

Here in the Cumberland River Basin, commercial navigation has had a 
phenomenal growth. An analysis of commerce for the past decade reflects a 
threefold increase notwithstanding the antiquated lock system presently in 
operation. It is of real significance to note that the commerce on the Cumber- 
land River has already exceeded the ultimate forecast projected by the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and published in 1947 in House Document 
No. 761, 79th Congress, 2d session, as being the full potential when navigation 
facilities were completely modernized. 

A preliminary summary of traffic on the Cumberland River for the first 6 
months of the current year also shows substantial tonnage increases on ship- 
ments of high value commodities over that of previous years. New commodities 
and expanding quantities of those presently being transported by water will 
provide additional volume increases in the event improved navigation facilities 
are made available. 

This growth during the past 10 years has continued notwithstanding the fact 
that navigation is extremely difficult from the mouth of the Cumberland River to 
the newly constructed Cheatham project. Through this section of the river, 
which serves as a funnel for the entire system, 5 obsolete locks and dams with 
52 feet by 280 feet lock chambers restrict navigation to such an extent that 
operation of modern equipment is extremely hazardous and difficult. Most tow- 
ing companies which are licensed to operate on the Cumberland River as common 
carriers have now discontinued operations pending modernization of navigation 
facilities. A Nashville shipbuilder has also been forced on numerous occasions 
to decline orders for modern floating plant equipment for use on the connecting 
waterways, but which are too large to be transported through the locks now in 
operation on the lower Cumberland River. These obsolete locks have exceeded 
their economic life, and are in such poor structural condition that any one of 
them could fail, thus effectively sealing off the entire system. Immediate re- 
placement of the structures and modernization of the navigation channel is vital 
to this entire area if the Cumberland River is to continue to serve as a principal 
transportation artery. 

The Army engineers estimate that with the existing navigation structures, an 
increase of 30 percent over present traffic will so congest the river and lockage 
facilities that additional traffic over this increase could not be handled. 


1A Water Policy for the American people, the Report of the President’s Water Resources 
Policy Commission, 1950. 
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With the better alinement and increased depth that will be available with the 
construction of the lower Cumberland project which is now in a planning stage, 
towing speeds can be economically increased from 5 to 9 miles per hour and total 
lockage time reduced from 20 hours to 1 hour for an average tow moving from 
the mouth of the river to Nashville. The total savings in lockage and towing 
time will approximate 30 hours. On an estimated cost of operation of modern 
equipment at $70 per tow-hour this additional saving would total $2,100 for 
each one-way trip. 

The lower Cumberland project is adequately justified on an economic basis from 
navigation alone; however, the additional flood control, hydroelectric power, 
streamflow regulation, and related benefits provide both regional and national 
benefits and make this project one of the most essential to be constructed in the 
national waterways development program. 

With specific reference to the Hoover Commission’s recommendations, we 
believe that: 

(a) Water resources development is one of the most critical problems facing 
the Nation today. It is essential that the rate of progress in the development 
of our water resources be substantially increased to meet the essential multiple 
uses of water supply, navigation, power, and for the control of floods. 

(6) That the existing organizational structures are adequate to perform the 
water and related water resources development program in the event adequate 
authority and funds are made available. The record of the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, in the development of the Cumberland River Basin as well 
as the nationwide activities reflects outstanding competence and efficiency. The 
cooperation between the Corps of Engineers, the Soil Conservation Service, the 
United States Forest Service, the State, county, and municipal governmental 
organizations also provide the essential elements for a full and well-rounded 
resources development program. 

(c) The establishment of a Water Resources Board is unnecessary and may 
usurp the power of Congress. 

(d) The imposition of tolls on the inland waterways is unsound, probably 
unconstitutional, and would jeopardize the future of commercial navigation. 



























































































328 TJ ee ee rm 
— — aon as seen me J ped 
BREESE === 
BERS 

oa SSSSSSS55555525522e=— 
= ee ee sSEsesse:= 

eo ee a ee 
275 Se ee et eee 
== SSSsS52522255===4======== 
260 Ae a Dik, oD a er 
ss = re ed 
ee a ed ot oto 
—) Soe eee ae tt tt ttt tt 
a ===================.:========== 
°° oe ——————————— ——————— ————————— eee 
3 =n ont Soe oo ot base Pe ee 
= tt tt tt tt tt tt et 
S ive Cob ee ee ee oe etd 

ee eee ee ESET 
z eee ee See ere ee ee at Pe te Liha 
ai pt Et 
S 1s0 pa ar ee ees ee 
ei eae ee ee 

ee eS eee eet ea ea ge eaehced 
0 ane Be eked ee ee ne ee ee ea ke 
- ee dt tt tt ttt 

ret id TRL POR TRe Tern een oine aes teks 

100 SSS SS SS 

18 tt SOE ee 
ee eer 
Pe tt 
a i 
a a kk he kaehasdeaialihined 

28 pt tr zt te 
ee ee le ete Rie lt te eed 
Ste eee 
to eee 
° tot toto oe LEC E cece cee 
1930 1935 1940 1945 1960 1965 1 


sovace 
Rr OF ENGINEERS ,U.3. ARMY 
TON- MILES OF COMMERCE, CUMBERLAND RIVER "Solnvas ania bade’ 









Ww 


+s 


~ 


Ly 


ly 









ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 779 


Mr. Jones. That concludes the witnesses we have scheduled. I 
want to thank you, Mr. Priest, and to thank the custodians of the 
building, and the people who have testified today. You have confined 
yourself to the subject matter and you have made splendid statements. 

I also want to express our appreciation for the cordiality with which 
you have received us. It will leave a memorable recollection in our 
minds to know that we have visited such a splendid community as 
Nashville, Tenn. The Volunteer State has many things to be proud 
of. I can say for certain that the people of Tennessee, the Volunteer 
State, are not going to keep their assets hidden. 

Thank you very much, and again let me express to you all our great 
appreciation for the kindness with which you have received us. 

Without objection, the letters of invitation and the list of those 
people invited will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 

Letters of invitation were sent to the following: 


Hon. Frank G. Clement, Governor of Tennessee 
Hon. Estes Kefauver, United States Senator from Tennessee 
Hon. Albert Gore, United States Senator from Tennessee 
Hon. B. Carroll Reece, Member of the Congress from Tennessee 
Hon. Howard Baker, Member of Congress from Tennessee 
Hon. J. B. Frazier, Member of Congress from Tennessee 
Hon. Joe Evins, Member of Congress from Tennessee 
Hon. J. Percy Priest, Member of Congress from Tennessee 
Hon. Ross Bass, Member of Congress from Tennessee 
Hon. Tom Murray, Member of Congress from Tennessee 
Hon. Jere Cooper, Member of Congress from Tennessee 
Hon. Clifford Davis, Member of Congress from Tennessee 

The form letter follows: 
OcTOBER 12, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK G. CLEMENT, 

Governor of Tennessee, 
State Capitol, Nashville, Tenn. 

Sm: As you know, this subcommittee is charged with the responsibility of 
studying and holding hearings on the Hoover Commission Report on Water Re- 
sources and Power. In this connection, we are conducting hearings in many parts 
of the country, and have set a hearing for Nashville, Tenn., on Monday, October 
31, in courtroom No. 1, 8th floor, Federal Building. 

We would appreciate very much having you appear as a witness to give the 
subcommittee your views with respect to the Hoover Commission and task-force 
reports on Water Resources and Power. 


Please let me know whether you can accept this invitation, as we are very 
anxious to have you appear. 


With warm personal regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 


Rosert E. Jones, Member of Congress. 


Mr. Jonges. The committee is adjourned until 9:30 a. m. tomorrow 
at Muscle Shoals, Ala. 


(Whereupon, at 4: 15 p. m. the hearing in the above-entitled matter 
was concluded. ) 
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